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Recycling is an important issue when dealing with solid waste. It keeps many tons of
garbage out of our landfills and prolongs landfill life. Although many people in the
Bowling Green area participate in the mandatory recycling program, there are still many
who do not. The number of people who participate in the program has steadily grown
over the past five years; however, there are still many people who need to get involved.
This research argues that much effort has been put into recycling in recent years at the
global, national, and local level. However, it also argues that even more remains to be
done, especially at the local level. I have conducted a sixty-day field study of both
commercial and residential sites in the Bowling Green area. This field study shows that
everyday there are many recyclables as well as other items placed into the trash that need
not go into our garbage. This field study will also show that there are some very wasteful
industries in Bowling Green. They are throwing food items away that could be used to
help hungry people in the Bowling Green vicinity. It will also show that some industries,
such as Houchens Markets, throw recyclables such as cardboard into their dumpster even
vi
though they have a cardboard bailer on the premises.
This research will also offer reasons for people choosing not to use the recycling
program. I have conducted a survey of one hundred people who live in the Bowling
Green area. This survey shows that one reason some people do not use the recycling
program is that they feel they are forced to do it. A few people went so far as to say that
they feel the recycling program is a form of communism, and they will not use the
program for that reason.
I have also included entire matrices from both the residential and commercial study
areas. These matrices list every item that I found during this field study. I have also
included some recommendations for increased participation in the recycling program, as
well as some suggestions for the industries as to how they could dispose of their
unwanted food items and help the general public at the same time. I wish people could
see the Earth the way that I see it. If they could, they wouldn't even think about
recycling: it would become a part of their everyday routine.
vu
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Problem Statement
The accumulation of municipal solid waste (the combined residential and commercial
waste generated in a given municipal area) has grown throughout the years since World
War II on a global level, and has become one of the United States' leading environmental
concerns. After World War II, new disposable products became readily available; the
public and the consumer became accustomed to having the advantage of fast-food
containers, disposable diapers, and prepackaged meals. At that time, the consumer did not
think about the generation of tons of waste that communities would have to dispose.
Although there are many landfills operating within the United States today, if waste
generation continues at its current pace, those landfills will rapidly fill up and it will be
very difficult to find more land available for waste disposal. Landfills should be reserved
for the wastes that cannot be reused, recycled, exchanged, or treated in any other way.
Each of us is responsible for creating waste; therefore, we should each be responsible for
disposing of it in an effective way. Each individual in this country can reduce the amount
of waste that is generated by modifying personal behavior and participating in an
alternative waste management practice, such as a recycling program. According to Shelly
Sack (2001), a spokesperson for Rumpke, Inc., the landfill that Rumpke owns and
operates in Elizabethtown, Kentucky, has only five to six years of life left. After that time
expires and the landfill is full, the options for Rumpke are to expand the existing landfill,
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create a new one, or ship the garbage to other states for disposal. Sack stated that finding
a new location for a landfill is much harder than it seems because no one wants a trash
dump in his or her backyard.
The city of Bowling Green started a state-mandated voluntary recycling program in
1995, and the tonnage of recyclables that it has collected has steadily increased through
2000. According to Chuck Ricke (2001), general manager of Southern Recycling, Inc.,
the company collected 558.68 tons of recyclables in 1995,1,324.96 tons in 1996,
1,324.51 tons in 1997,1,357.04 tons in 1998,1,387.04 tons in 1999, and 1,447.10 tons in
2000. The figures are not yet available for 2001. Ricke also stated that, in the beginning,
people were not fond of the idea that they had to recycle. They did not approve of the
two-dollar charge that was applied to their electric bill each month for the recycling
program. This two-dollar charge is mandatory. Residents were required to pay it whether
or not they used the recycling service. However, Ricke stated that people began to come
around and he doesn't feel the mandatory charge is a problem anymore. I should note that
Southern Recycling Incorporated is responsible for collecting the recyclables for Bowling
Green and has been since the beginning of the program in 1995. According to the
Bowling Green Daily News (1997), Warren County won the State's highest honor for
recycling in 1997, based on a study conducted by the Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Cabinet. The study ranked Warren County first among
Kentucky's 120 counties. The Daily News (1997) reported that the ranking was
determined by the county's recycling total for homes and businesses in public recycling
programs.
Again, according to Chuck Ricke (2001), Southern Recycling has seven trucks that
serve 29,500 households; yet there is only a 75% participation rate in the Bowling Green
area. Although many residents in the Bowling Green area participate in this program, this
research will show that much remains to be done to increase participation and strengthen
public awareness on why recycling is such an important issue in Bowling Green.
I used two different methodologies to assess whether or not the recycling program is
sufficient in Bowling Green. I administered a survey to one hundred Bowling Green
residents in order to get their opinions and feelings about the current recycling program. I
also conducted a sixty-day field study that included both commercial and residential sites
in the Bowling Green area to determine what types of recyclables they discard into the
trash and how much of their trash could be recycled.
Objectives
The objectives of this research are to analyze empirically the recycling system in
Bowling Green, to determine the structure and effectiveness of the current recycling
program, and to determine changes in the system that would improve recycling efficiency
if they are needed. Given the results of my field study, it will be determined whether or
not the recycling program of Bowling Green is efficient or whether changes need to be
made.
Hypothesis
The working hypothesis in this study is that the recycling program in Bowling Green
is not operating at its optimal efficiency and therefore needs significant restructuring.
This research project analyzes the Bowling Green recycling program to determine its
structure, its level of operating efficiency, its perception and utilization within the
Bowling Green community, and its weaknesses. If the research determines that the
Bowling Green recycling program is not optimal, then a series of policy and operational
adjustments will be suggested.
Summary
Although the city of Bowling Green implemented a mandatory recycling program in
1995, many of the residents of Bowling Green have been reluctant to participate in the
program for various reasons. I have researched the literature to discover how other
countries of the world, cities of the United States, and Bowling Green have dealt with
municipal waste up to this point. My findings are discussed in the following chapter.
CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEWAND BACKGROUND
On a global level, there have been enormous efforts by foreign countries to adopt and
practice recycling efforts. According to the United States Environmental Protection
Agency (1997), Switzerland recycles 23% of its waste, Japan recycles 20% of its waste,
Sweden, the Netherlands, and Germany recycle 16% of their waste, Spain and Canada
recycle 13% and 10%, respectively, Italy and France recycle 3% of their waste, and the
United Kingdom recycles 2% of its waste (Fig. 1). The data presented by EPA's Office of
Solid Waste suggests that the United States is a world leader in solid waste recycling.
This will be addressed later in this study because my findings suggest differently. While
these figures may seem large and one would assume that these countries recycle a huge
amount of their waste, when the recycling percentages are compared to the amounts of
waste generated by each country, suddenly the recycling percentages appear to become
quite small. For example, while Switzerland recycles 23% of its waste, there is 1.5
million tons of garbage generated there each year, which translates into approximately 3
pounds of trash per capita per day.
The other countries mentioned above have similar scenarios. Although Japan recycles
20% of its waste, it generates about 75 million tons per year. Twenty percent of 75
million tons is actually a small part of Japan's waste that is currently recycled. The rest of
the trash is either incinerated or taken to a landfill (Fig. 2 and 3). When discussing the
millions of tons of garbage that other countries dispose in landfills, the reader may be
curious to know how much of the trash going into the landfills could be recycled.
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Figure 1. Recycling of Municipal Waste by Major Countries (EPA, 1997).
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Figure 2. Generation of Municipal Waste by Major Countries (EPA, 1997).
8According to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (1997), 40% of
Japan's disposed garbage is paper products, all of which could be recycled. The EPA also
states that another 20% of material disposed consists of plastic, glass, and metal. Only
40% of the trash that Japan puts into its landfills is miscellaneous garbage that can't be
recycled. A wonderful example of a country that practices optimum recycling would be
Sweden. Of the 100% of disposed trash, 50% of that is paper products that can be
recycled, 10% is recyclable plastic, 5% is glass, and 5% is metal. Only 25% of the
garbage that Sweden disposes should be in the landfills.
In summary, 40% of Germany's trash could be recycled, 60% of the United
Kingdom's trash could be recycled, 45% of Italy's trash could be recycled, more than
50% of France's trash could be recycled, 35% of Spain's trash could be recycled, 60% of
Canada's trash could be recycled, 45% of the Netherlands' trash could be recycled, and
more than 60% of Sweden's trash could be recycled (Fig, 3).
For information on how much of the waste generated by each country is landfilled, I
again consulted the United States Environmental Protection Agency. Its records indicated
that Switzerland generates two million tons of garbage per year. Out of that total about
20% is landfilled each year. Japan generates approximately ten million tons of waste each
year, and of that total about 25% of the waste is landfilled. Sweden generates about one
million tons of waste per year, and 50% of that is landfilled. France generates about eight
million tons of garbage per year; more than 50% of it is landfilled. The Netherlands
generates about three million tons per year, and more than 50% of it is landfilled.
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Figure 3. Composition of Municipal Waste by Major Countries (EPA, 1997).
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Figure 4. Land Disposal of Municipal Waste by Major Countries (EPA, 1997).
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Germany generates more than ten million tons per year, and more than 50% of it is
landfilled. Spain generates ten million tons per year, and about 60% of it is landfiUed.
Italy generates about fifteen million tons per year, and 75% of it is landfilled. The United
Kingdom generates thirty million tons per year, and 90% of it is landfilled (Fig. 4).
According to EPA, the remainder of the garbage is incinerated.
A good example of an international recycling effort would be the tiny country of
Denmark. Per Holmgard (Woodard, 2001), manager of a large coal-fired power station in
a small Danish industrial town, receives many foreign guests. The guests are German
factory managers and Chinese city planners. They come to Mr. Holmgard to see green
industry in action. For almost twenty years, the industrial firms in this town have been
working together to turn one firm's waste products into raw resources for another. This
process has saved the firms money, reduced pollution, and inspired researchers
worldwide to think about how industries use and exchange resources. Denmark is
committed to building a more sustainable environmentally friendly society. According to
Christian Matthiessen (Woodard, 2001), a geographer at the University of Copenhagen,
the Danes have always planned for the environment. He states that they have well-
maintained bicycle paths that are complete with road signs and traffic lights. They often
run parallel to rural highways. They have tremendous numbers of recycling centers, and
Matthiessen claims that half of Denmark's waste is recycled. Matthiessen describes the
process for heating homes in Denmark as nothing more than using waste heat from the
local power plant. He also states that sludge from the county's wastewater treatment plant
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is sold to a local soil clean-up company, which uses it to grow the pollution-eating
bacteria that clean contaminated soil brought there from across Denmark. He states that
by investing seventy-five million dollars in this circle of industries, the industries
estimate that they are saving about fifteen million dollars per year (Woodard, 2001).
Another good example of an effective recycling program is found in the province of
Ontario, Canada. In late June 2001, Ontario lawmakers introduced legislation that would
ensure continued success of the curbside recycling program. The new legislation would
formalize plans for industry and municipalities participation in system management.
Ontario adopted the Waste Diversion Act, which established a permanent nonprofit
corporation known as Waste Diversion Ontario to oversee the development and funding
of diversion programs. The board of this corporation would include representatives from
industry, industry associations, municipalities, beer brewers, the Liquor Control Board of
Ontario, and the Ontario Ministry of the Environment. Waste Diversion Ontario would
designate the types of materials to be recycled and ensure that the cost of the recycling
system throughout Ontario is recovered through the shared responsibility of industry and
municipalities.
Under the new legislation, industry would be required to finance 50% of the cost and
municipalities would be responsible for the other 50%. The goals of the new legislation
are to make the recycling program more cost-effective and to increase the amount of
material to be recycled. The new materials now allowed to be collected are organics,
household hazardous waste, and other materials not currently part of the curbside
recycling programs.
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According to Damien Bassett, president and CEO of Corporations Supporting
Recycling, the old list of materials that were recycled in Ontario represent 70 to 75% of
the materials that could be collected and, with the new legislation, it could now be
increased to as much as 95% of the waste that is in the recycling system (Hilpold, 2001).
Scotland also has made a good recycling effort. Since its formation in 1996,
Caledonian Alloys Ltd., which is based in Livingston, has become one of the leading
companies involved in recycling superalloys containing nickel, cobalt, and other metals.
The company uses some of the latest equipment in the super-alloy recycling industry
along with the sophisticated quality and environmental management systems (Aviation
Week and Space Technology, 2001).
There are also changes occurring in South Africa. According to Nick Kock (Doba,
2001), managing director at Collect-A-Can Ltd., plastic shopping bags are blowing all
over South Africa. Since 1993, Collect-A-Can has been a leading collector and processor
of aluminum beverage and steel food cans in South Africa. However, no recycling plant
has so far recovered plastics. South African packaging giant Nampak, Ltd., of
Johannesburg approached Kock to ask him if he would consider recovering plastics
because he already had the infrastructure in place. Kock is considering the idea because
he believes if companies do not start recycling programs on their own, manufacturers
may face more legislative mandates. Currently, only 12% of South Africa's plastic
packaging is recycled, while 63.5% of cans are recycled (Doba, 2001).
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While much effort has been made by foreign countries to become involved in the
recycling process, much remains to be done if they really want to protect the Earth. After
learning about the effort of foreign countries, this researcher decided to examine
recycling on a regional level and research what efforts are being made and what programs
are in place for the United States of America.
United States Recycling Programs
Although recycling has occurred in nature for billions of years, humans have adopted
recycling on a large scale only in the last 25 years. Recycling for the environment is a
relatively recent idea. In the United States, the practice of recycling became socially
accepted only recently, and in the past few years it has become the "politically correct"
thing to do. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) was created in 1970 as a
governmental response to the public's environmental concerns, and its Office of Solid
Waste was formed specifically to examine the problems caused by the generation and
disposal of wastes. During the period of the 1970s and the 1980s only select groups of
individuals and businesses were participating in recycling in hopes of making a profit.
But by the mid 1980s it became apparent that cities on both coasts were facing significant
problems with the disposal of their trash. A drastic change in the industry then occurred.
The twentieth anniversary of Earth Day in 1990 finally seemed to convince people in the
United States that in addition to finite resources and the toxic threats of pollution, there
was also a limit to the space available to deposit wastes. The public began demanding
accessibility to recycling programs on a widespread basis, believing that recycling was
the answer (Kimball, 1992). The United States has long been known as a world leader
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and the richest country on the planet. The following section examines where the United
States started with recycling and where it has advanced to today.
The number of landfills that exist in the United States has declined since 1988. In
1988, there were 8,000 landfills operating in the United States. By 1996, that number had
declined to 3,091 (Fig. 5). According to the E.P.A. (1997), California currently leads with
the highest number of operating landfills at 289. California is closely followed by Texas
with 191 operating landfills. Kentucky is a state with a smaller land area than the
previous states mentioned. Kentucky has only 24 landfills currently in operation (Fig. 6).
Most of the western states have more than 10 years of remaining landfill capacity, while
the southeastern states have only 5-10 years remaining, with the exceptions of Florida,
Alabama, and South Carolina. These three states have more than 10 years capacity left.
Most of the New England states have less than 5 years remaining landfill capacity
(Fig.7). This creates a major problem when thinking about the amount of waste that is
generated in this country, hi 1995, the United States generated a total of 208 million tons
of garbage before any nationwide recycling took place. The composition of the 208
million tons generated was as follows: paper constituted 39.2% of the total garbage,
which translates into 81.5 million tons; yard waste constituted 14.3% or 29.8 million
tons; plastics made up 9.1% or 19 million tons; metals accounted for 7.6% or 15.8 million
tons; wood made up 7.1% or 14.9 million tons; food waste constituted 6.7% or 14 million
tons; glass accounted for 6.2% or 12.8 million tons; and 6.3% or 20.2 million tons
consisted of miscellaneous trash. The remaining 3.5% was unexplained (Fig.8). When
confronting the huge amounts of waste generated in this country each year, it makes one
16
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Figure 5. Number of Landfills in the United States (EPA, 1997).
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Printed from the MSW Factbook, Ver. 4.0, Office of Solid Waste, USEPA, Washington, DC, 1997.
Figure 6. Number of Landfills in Individual States (EPA, 1997).
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Figure 7. Years of Remaining Landfill Capacity (EPA, 1997).
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Figure 8. United States Total Waste Generation (EPA, 1997).
20
wonder what will happen when the capacities of all the landfills operating in the United
States today run out and the landfills shut down. Will there be anywhere left to put our
garbage? The concern over landfill space is one reason why all states, with the exception
of Hawaii, have implemented curbside recycling programs. There are currently 8,817
curbside recycling programs in the United States. New York has the largest number of
programs with 1,472. Other states that have large numbers of curbside recycling
programs are Pennsylvania, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and California. Kentucky has only 30
programs, and Alaska only has one (Fig.9).
According to the E.P.A.(1997), state recycling rates are somewhat low. For example,
12 of the 50 states recycle from 10-19% of their trash. The figures for two states were
unavailable, Idaho and Texas (Fig. 10). Although recycling rates for all states (except
Hawaii) have increased since 1960, there are still low percentages of waste being
recycled. In 1960, recycling was in its infancy; only 6.4% or 5.6 million tons of all
United States garbage was recycled. In 2000, the numbers had increased to 30% or 66.6
million tons of trash recycled (Fig.l 1).
Of the 208 million tons of garbage generated in 1995, only 562 million tons were
recycled. Paper and paperboard constituted 58% or 32.6 million tons of the garbage
recycled. Yard waste constituted 17.1% or 9.6 million tons of the waste recycled. Metals
made up 11% or 6.2 million tons of the recycled waste. Glass accounted for 5.5% or 3.1
million tons of the trash recycled. Plastics made up 1.8% or 1 million tons of the recycled
products, and all other recyclables made up 6.6% or 3.7 million tons of the materials that
were recycled that year (Fig. 12).
21
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Figure 9. Number of Curbside Recycling Programs in the United States (EPA, 1997).
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Figure 10. State Recycling Rates (EPA, 1997).
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Printed from the MSW Factbook, Ver. 4.0, Office of Solid Waste, USEPA, Washington, DC, 1997.
Figure 11. United States Waste Recycling Rates-1960-2000 (EPA, 1997).
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Figure 12. United States Materials Recycled in 1995 (EPA, 1997).
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The recycling rates for some common materials for 1995 were as follows: 95.8% of all
auto batteries was recycled, 56.8% of all steel cans was recycled, 51.8% of all aluminum
packaging was recycled, 40% of paper and paperboard was recycled, 30.3% of all yard
waste was recycled, 27.2% of glass containers was recycled, 25.6% of plastic containers
was recycled, and 17.3% of all tires was recycled (Fig. 13).
There are many uses for the different recycled products. Two of the most common
recycled products are corrugated (cardboard) material and newspaper. There were 20.7
million tons of corrugated materials recovered in 1995. From this total, 54.7% was used
to make containerboard, 18.2% was used to make paperboard, 0.8% was used to make
tissue, 20.3% was used for exports, and 6% went to other causes (Fig. 14). There was 8.1
million tons of recovered newsprint in 1995. From this total, 35.3% was used to make
more newsprint, 19.7% was used to make paperboard, 5.7% was used to make tissue,
1.7% was used to make containerboard, 2.1% was used to make writing paper, 19% was
exported, and 16.5% went for other uses (Fig. 15).
According to Michael Henstock (1974), the National Association of Waste Paper
Sorters had 38 different waste paper grades that they sorted during the 1970s. He stated
that no corporation could be expected to sort paper into 38 grades economically. He also
stated that paper should obviously be recycled, but it would be impossible to use all of it.
He also believed that recycling could never be 100% efficient and said that recycling by
itself could not solve material shortages.
In the 1970s another view taken by some experts on municipal solid waste was that it
seemed to be a virtually untapped resource, both as a conserver of energy and as a source
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RECYCLING RATES OF SELECTED MATERIALS
1995
95.8%
25.6%
17.3%
Auto Steel Aluminum Paper & Yard Glass Plastic Tires
Batteries Cans Packaging Paperboard Waste Containers Containers
Source: Characterization of MSW in the US: 1996 Update, US EPA, Washington, DC
Printed from the MSW Factbook, Ver. 4.0, Office of Solid Waste, USEPA, Washington, DC, 1997.
Figure 13. Recycling Rates of Selected Materials in 1995 (EPA, 1997).
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End Uses for Recovered Corruqated, 1995
Containerboard 54.7%
Paperboard 18.2%
Tissue
Exports
Other
0.8%
20.3%
6.0%
Total Recycling: 20.7 mil. tons
Source: Amer. Forest & Paper Assoc; Recovered Paper Statistical Highlights, 1996
Printed from the MSW Factbook, Ver. 4.0, Office of Solid Waste, USEPA, Washington, DC, 1997.
Figure 14. End Uses for Recovered Corrugated in 1995 (EPA, 1997).
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End Uses for Recovered Newsprint 1995
Newsprint 35.3%
Paperboard 19.7%
Tissue 5.7%
Containerboard 1.7%
Printing/Writing Paper 2.1%
Exports 19.0%
Other Uses 16.5%
Total Recycling: 8.1 mil. tons
Source: Amer. Forest & Paper Assoc; Recovered Paper Statistical Highlights, 1996
Printed from the MSW Factbook, Ver. 4.0, Office of Solid Waste, USEPA, Washington, DC, 1997.
Figure 15. End Uses for Recovered Newsprint in 1995 (EPA, 1997).
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of fuel. The fuel should be considered for new boiler installations, and could be a low-
sulfur supplement to coal in many existing installations. The resource recovery
processing of municipal solid waste could provide an additional source of raw materials
for industries for the remanufacture of paper, steel, aluminum, and glass. The use of
recovered paper, steel, aluminum, and glass would save energy compared to using
existing sources of virgin materials. The amount of municipal solid waste estimated today
could provide enough material to save the country 0.4 quad of energy per year. Also, the
combustible portion of this waste when used as fuel could provide the U.S. with nearly
0.9 quad of energy per year (Abert, 1983).
According to Caroline Rennie and Alair MacLean (1989), Americans threw out more
than 100 million tons of nonperishable trash every year and most of it was buried in
landfills. They went on to say that 78 million tons of that trash could be recycled. They
also mentioned cities and states that just a short while ago predicted their recycling goals
as 10-20 percent of their municipal solid waste have now set goals of 25,30, and even
50%, and are striving higher. Rennie stated that America depended on foreign markets to
dispose of its recyclable waste because it shipped all of its recyclables abroad. She stated
that when America shipped its wastes overseas, it denied Americans the benefits of
processing abundant locally available materials.
Another example of what has been discussed in the literature includes rubber tires.
Rubber reclamation has been declining since World War II. Reclaimed materials
presently represent less than 6% of tire products, and this percentage is not expected to
increase.
30
However, reclaimed rubber can be used in new products only in limited quantities,
usually 5 to 12% of the total amount of rubber used in the new product (Jackson, 1975).
Scrap tire disposal presents a problem for many states. Proper disposal of scrap tires,
either through recycling or legal landfill disposal, is difficult and costly. Many states have
chosen to develop scrap tire policies, often funded by special fees on the sale of new tires.
These fees typically are used to clean up existing scrap tire piles and subsidize the
development of markets for recycled tires. Currently, many states are in the position of
evaluating the efficacy of their policies to determine how to continue funding such scrap
tire programs (Brown, Et Al., 2001).
According to Cynthia Pollock (1987), in many areas, recycling strategies are
hampered by a prejudice against used materials and the products that incorporate them.
Because refuse collection began as a measure to protect health, many people mistakenly
believe that materials that have already been used are dangerous and dirty. However,
most materials in use today are chosen for their durability. She states that one wearing
does not make a rag, nor does one trip through the typewriter or the bottling plant render
paper or glass unusable. According to Beth Duris (2001), a grocery store by the name of
Stop & Shop, located in the New England states, has made a deal with the Nature
Conservancy. The supermarket chain prints the Conservancy's name and logo on its
grocery bags. Then, every time a consumer reuses one of those bags, the supermarket
donates approximately two cents to the Conservancy. Stop & Shop began the program in
1992; by the end of January 2001, it had generated more than $200,000 for conservation.
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Congress first addressed the issue of solid waste in 1965 when it passed the Solid Waste
Disposal Act. However, it had to amend this Act in 1970 because Congress realized the
value of some materials disposed as municipal solid waste. This amendment brought
about the Resource Recovery Act. In 1976, the Act was amended to form the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). RCRA brought garbage disposal under federal
regulation. Congress had four goals in mind when RCRA became law. They were as
follows: to protect human health and the environment, to conserve energy and natural
resources, to reduce the amount of waste generated, and to ensure environmentally safe
waste management. The objectives of this Act focus on three major points: to protect
public health and the environment, provide technical and financial assistance to improve
waste management, and to prohibit open dumping. Under RCRA, a person could no
longer legally take trash and dump it onto the open ground. This Act also regulates the
transportation of hazardous waste. The Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensating, and Liability Act (CERCLA) was signed into law on December 11, 1980,
by President Jimmy Carter. CERCLA was supposed to pick up where RCRA left off.
CERCLA focused upon cleaning up dangerous, closed, or abandoned dumpsites. The Act
called for a national priority list to be established to determine those sites needing to be
cleaned up first. The initial list of priority and lesser order sites compiled by the states
listed 1,287 sites. However, by 1983, the list had grown to over 39,000 sites. Some
experts estimate that it will take more than fifteen years to clean up these sites (Chapman,
1998).
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By 1994,20% of America's municipal solid waste was recycled. However, the National
Municipal Solid Waste Recycling Symposium, held at Duke University's Nicholas
School of the Environment, August 10th and 11th, 1994, found that no national legislated
or voluntary definition of recycling existed (Lober, 1994). By 1997, America was
recycling 28% of its waste. In 1999, that figure had increased very little with the average
still around 28% (EPA, 1999).
The American Forest Paper Association is now pushing for 50% recycling of all
paper. Overall paper recycling reached 45% in 1999, with a total of 47.3 million tons
recovered, the association said. But according to Amy Schaffer (Gerlat, 2001), senior
director of environmental program coordination for industrial waste for the AFP A, the
50% goal is difficult to reach. A survey the Association conducted with its members
showed some other significant progress by manufacturers. Producers had a 44%
reduction in the amount of process water discharges by 1999 compared to 1975, as well
as decreases in the amounts of sulfur dioxides and nitrogen dioxides released. One of the
companies making a distinguished effort is Georgia Pacific Corporation, which recycles 4
million tons of paper per year and does life cycle and risk assessments and product
hazard analysis and control. According to Richard Mozer, Georgia Pacific's director of
policy and environmental affairs, there will be an increased use of low-grade timber and
recovered paper (Gerlat, 2001).
According to George Elder (Johnson, 2001), in charge of government affairs for the
Paper Stock Industries Chapter of the Institute of Scrap Recycling Industries, the
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government is trying to ban paper from landfills because paper products are 100%
recyclable. However, Elder is not happy about this news and is trying to stop the ban
because of this question: if the United States gets into an oversupply situation, then where
will the surplus go? The idea for banning paper in landfills was brought up in North
Carolina recently Elder said. In the coming months he wants to start discussion among
chapter members to form a unified stance against proposed bans (Johnson, July 2001).
hi California, the American Plastics Council launched its first statewide campaign to
boost recycling in some communities by as much as 20%. Its campaign reminds
consumers to recycle plastic shampoo, mouthwash, detergent, and cleaning products
bottles that they might otherwise put in the trash. The American Plastics Council is
spending one hundred fifty thousand dollars to place reminder messages in 480
Albertson's grocery stores in California. According to Tim Shestek, manager of state and
local public affairs for the American Plastics Council, the Council hopes for increases in
plastics collected this year. He also stated that most California communities had seen an
increase in the amount of plastics collected in the past year, up 13% to 28%, with the
exception of Marin County, which saw a 6% decrease in the amount of plastics recycled.
He stated that the reasons for the decrease in that particular county were unclear
(Toloken, 2001).
On July 25,2001, the California Integrated Waste Management Board voted 5-0 to
require a plastics recycling rate of just under 25% for 2001. It certified that many
industries are out of compliance with the state's plastic packaging container law. That
requirement opens up the industries to more enforcement activity from the state agency.
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The state is already negotiating with hundreds of companies to redesign their packaging
so that it will increase recycled content. These companies are targeted because California
also failed to meet recycling goals in 1998 and 1999. According to Mark Murray,
executive director of Califomians Against Waste, the only reason the recycling rate went
up from 17.9% in 1999 was due to the bottle bill expansion. Murray also argued that if
the bottle expansion is removed, the plastics recycling rate in California would fall
between 8 and 13 percent. The bottle bill expansion went into effect in California in
January of 2000 (Toloken, 2001).
In another recycling effort, Santa Clara, California, plans to implement a diaper
recycling program. If the city council passes a permanent program, this San Francisco
satellite city will be the first city in the United States to have such a program. So far, the
council has approved a six-month pilot program that will begin as soon as Knowaste,
Inc., can find a location to install the machine that will process the used diapers. Jill
Fosselman (Wiley, 2001), environmental services manager for the city, states that about
750 families will participate. She states that they will put their diapers in pails that will be
picked up along with their garbage. The processing machine will be capable of handling
one ton of diapers per hour, but will run much more slowly during the pilot period. The
process separates the diapers into their components, which are mainly plastic, high-
quality fiber, and super-absorbent polymer. Human waste is concentrated and sent into
the sewer, while most of the processing waster is retained and reused. According to
Nazareth Chobanian, Vice President of Knowaste, consumers should pay a recycling fee
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to subsidize diaper recycling, much like the fee collected on the sale of new tires (Wiley,
2001).
According to Missouri's Department of Natural Resources, Missouri newspapers
continue to increase the amount of recycled-content newsprint used to publish
newspapers. The state of Missouri has a goal for publishers to use newsprint with some
recycled content at least 50% of the time. In 2000, the usage average was 43%. A
majority of the publishers reported that their use met or exceeded the goal for 2000. Of
the 70 publishers who reported meeting the goal for 2000,41 of them said that they used
100% recycled-content newsprint last year. Missouri state law requires that publications
with circulations of 15,000 or more must report their recycled-content newsprint use.
However, the state does not mandate a specific level of recycled content usage. The state
reported that the Columbia Daily Tribune used 2,020 tons of newsprint last year and
relied solely on 100% recycled paper. The state also reported that the St. Louis Post-
Dispatch, which is the state's largest newspaper, used recycled-content newsprint 42.9%
of the time last year. All 70 publications reporting to the state used 223,624 tons of
newsprint, including 96,281 tons of recycled-content newsprint. Missouri also reported a
43% use of recycled-content newspaper for 1999, when the state's goal was 40%
(Johnson, 2001).
According to Joe Truini (August, 2001), author for Waste News, glass bottle plants,
glass processors, and glass collectors have become fewer. He states that glass recycling
has never been a high profit industry, but until now the material's value has been
relatively stable. Recently, prices for cullet, especially green glass, have dropped
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dramatically, and some recyclers are now asking whether or not to continue recycling
glass. According to Craig Stuart-Paul, president of Fairfax Recycling, Inc., in Virginia,
his company has five material facilities and processes about 2,000 tons of glass per
month. He says that over the last five years, about 40% of the Northeast bottle plants
have closed and more are rumored to be shutting down. Since the price of cullet has
already fallen, the company fears the price for amber and flint glass may be next to
plummet (Truini, 2001).
Gerber Products first major change in its baby-food packaging in 60 years is causing
concern about its possible impact on recycling. Gerber (2001) stated that it has canned
three of its flavors in glass jars, but after three years of research, nearly 70% of the
consumers said they would prefer plastic containers. According to David Yates, senior
vice president of the company, Gerber will market three of its most popular flavors
applesauce, bananas, and pears in new plastic containers. He also states that Gerber will
market most if not all of its product line in the new plastic containers within the next few
years, if the consumers like the container. Gerber says the new container is made from
recyclable plastic, but some people in the industry are skeptical about the validity of that
claim. Pat Franklin, executive director of the Container Recycling Institute in Arlington,
Virginia, states that the new plastic container will cause more headaches for recycling
programs because the container will be hard to recycle. According to Ben Miyares, vice
president of industry relations for the Packaging Machinery Manufacturers Institute in
Arlington, other baby food companies will follow Gerber if the containers are successful.
He also states that in three to five years there probably won't be a glass baby food jar.
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Miyares admits that Gerber has significant potential with this new plastic container, and
he feels that this is just the beginning (Truini, 2001).
Under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act and two executive orders signed
by former President Bill Clinton, federal agencies must have an affirmative procurement
program if they buy more than $10,000 per year of an item designated by the
Environmental Protection Agency as environmentally preferable or available with
recycled or bio-based content. But when Congress looked at six federal agencies, it found
that the agencies rely on estimates. The report generated by Congress states that the
agencies lack data because their procurement systems are not designed to track these
purchases. In addition, the report states that some purchasers are not aware of or do not
implement programs to promote buying the products. Agencies complained that
identifying the products is difficult and time-consuming and that the Environmental
Protection Agency has been slow to implement these programs. Congress recommended
that the director of the Office of Management and Budget, the Environmental Protection
Agency's administrator, and the Office of the Federal Environmental Executive work
with the agencies to find ways to better promote and report their green purchases. If these
recommendations are followed, the agencies will have to wait until President Bush names
a federal environmental executive, who will then advise federal purchasing employees on
how to buy green products. In 1994, the government was mandated to buy five recycled-
content products; that number has now grown to fifty-four products (Duff, 2001).
According to Steve Toloken (2001), the PET container recycling rate continued to
drop during 2000, falling to 22.3%, and pulled down the overall recycling rate for plastic
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bottles. The PET rate fell from 23.7% in 1999 and, according to the Container Recycling
Institute in Arlington, Virginia, it hit an eleven year low. Overall, the plastic bottle rate
fell from 22.1% in 1999 to 21.8% in 2000. However, there were large increases in the
amount of plastic used in containers. According to Pat Franklin, executive director of the
Container Recycling Institute, the indication is that even larger amounts of plastic are
being sent to landfills. Franklin also states that had it not been for California's expanded
bottle bill, the United States would probably have recycled less PET in 2000 than in
1999. California collected 118.1 million pounds of PET in its container deposit program
in 2000, compared with 84.6 million pounds in 1999, according to figures from the
state's Department of Conservation. Nationwide, the amount of PET collected for
recycling grew by 18 million pounds in 2000, according to the American Plastic
Council's report. However, PET recycling rates rose and fell from 1991 to 1995
(Toloken,2001)(Fig.l6).
I found an interesting article that made me stop and think about recycling. This article
was published in Scientific American Explorations by ten year-old Bethany Bosley
(2001). In the summer of 2001, she conducted a study by collecting the trash from her
entire family for one day to see how much trash was generated and what it consisted of.
She collected trash for that day, and at the end of the day she sorted it. Here is what she
found. She learned that the total weight of the trash she collected was five pounds and
twelve ounces. She stated that her mother had created most of the trash: four pounds and
twelve ounces. Her brother created the least amount of the trash: only two ounces. She
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Printed from the MSW Factbook, Ver. 4 0, Office of Solid Waste, USEPA, Washington, DC, 1997
Figure 16. Recycling Rates for Soft Drink Containers, 1991-1995 (EPA, 1997).
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also learned that four pounds of trash could have been recycled. She stated that she
figured the family could generate as much as 2,100 pounds of trash in a year and that it
could probably recycle 1,428 pounds per year. She states that the lessons she learned
from conducting this experiment were that most of the trash her family generates is
recyclable and that they should recycle it; furthermore, when all of the landfills are full,
people will have to dig new ones and that someday most of the Earth will be covered
with landfills full of trash.
According to Sandy Davis (2001), who lives in Grand Rapids, Michigan, many good
items can be found in people's personal trash. Things that could be used again and again
are discarded when nothing is wrong with them. She writes in her article that she has
found lawn chairs, a wicker chair, snow shovels, garden shovels, clothes pins, vases, and
a birdbath. She admits that she picks people's trash and takes the items that are of interest
to her. She states that the last find she made was two coolers. She states that she washed
them and the sun has now taken all of the stains out of one of them. It makes the reader
wonder what could be found in the trash of neighbors (Davis, 2001).
Recycling In Bowling Green
While much progress has been made toward recycling on a national level, much still
remains to be done to get everyone involved in recycling. I will now examine what is
taking place at the local level. The City of Bowling Green implemented a mandatory fee,
but voluntary, recycling program in 1995. At first, the program was slow in taking off
and there were many people who did not participate. However, according to Southern
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Recycling (2001), participation has increased dramatically since the program began.
However, recycling programs have experienced slow growth in other parts of the state. In
1999, only about 18% of the state's collected garbage was recycled, with the other 82%
sent to landfills (Dooley, 2001). However, illegal dumping is rampant in some areas of
the state and the legislature has been unwilling to pass legislation that would improve this
situation.
According to Rumpke Incorporated's recycling presentation, it is important to recycle
for several reasons, the first of which is to preserve clean air, water, and land. The second
reason Rumpke suggests to recycle is to save Earth's natural resources. The third reason
given, and maybe the most important one of all, is to learn about recycling because
landfills are closing faster than ever before. The Hardin County landfill owned by
Rumpke currently has only 5-6 years of life left. Rumpke also collects the following
recyclables: #1 and #2 plastics (there are currently seven types), glass, paper, aluminum
cans, steel food cans, cardboard, and plastic film bags. According to Rumpke, there are
four elements needed for waste decomposition to occur in a landfill, and some of these
needed elements are not present. The four elements are as follows: air, water, heat, and
microbes. Rumpke explains that once garbage is covered it receives no air, and only a
limited amount of liquid can come in contact with the garbage. Rumpke also states that
decomposition varies depending on the physical and chemical composition of the items
as well as the present existing conditions in the landfill. Rumpke gives estimates as to
how long it takes for certain items to decompose. They are as follows: foam cup-20
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years, tin can-100 years, aluminum can- 500 years, and glass will never decompose
(Rumpke, 2001).
The Hardin County landfill, owned and operated by Rumpke, is located about eight
miles east of Elizabethtown, Kentucky. Rumpke began operating the landfill in 1997. The
landfill is permitted to receive municipal solid waste and construction and demolition
debris. Waste restrictions include containerized gases, CFC containing appliances,
radioactive materials, acid containing batteries, whole tires, PCB containing waste,
regulated hazardous waste, and non-treated infectious waste. The landfill is open 52
weeks per year from 5:00a.m. until 10:00p.m. Monday through Friday and 8:00a.m. until
3:00 p.m. on Saturday. The landfill facility consists of 437 acres, with 61 acres permitted
for waste disposal. The liner system has 2 feet of compacted clay, and there has been no
cap applied as of yet. Leachate disposal is the responsibility of Rumpke and it is disposed
of in a hazardous waste facility. Rumpke currently has 12,000 pick-ups each week in
Bowling Green, and Shelly Sack states that maybe as much as 60% of the trash they pick
up could be recycled (Rumpke, 2001).
As noted previously, Southern Recycling, Inc., currently operates seven trucks in the
Bowling Green area, providing service to approximately 29,500 households. The reports
for this past year, indicate a 75% participation rate in the recycling program. It currently
collects the following recyclable items in the curbside program: newspaper/magazines,
cardboard, glass, aluminum/steel/tin, and #1 and #2 plastics. However, here is a word of
wisdom to the consumer; if you wish to be paid for your aluminum cans and cardboard,
take the recyclables to Southern Recycling and sell them. More specifically, if you allow
43
the truck to pick them up, you will not be paid for them. The recycling market fluctuates;
prices paid for different items can change each day (Ricke, 2001).
According to Lawrence White, manager of Scott Waste Management, the company
has 6,500 customers. It runs five trucks and collects 60 tons of trash per day. Each trash
truck can hold 12 tons of trash before it has to dump. White estimates that 20-25% of
what the trucks pick up could be recycled (White, 2001). I contacted the landfill in
Russellville for some information, since that landfill is where the trash trucks from
Bowling Green dump. The manager there refused to give his name and would say only
that he has no way of knowing how much trash comes into the landfill from Bowling
Green because it is processed through a transfer station before it gets to the landfill.
However, he did say that he estimates the landfill receives 120 tons of garbage per day
(Anonymous, 2001).
Since the latter effort proved to be futile, I decided the time had come to find out for
myself what was actually going into the garbage cans in the Bowling Green area. I called
Stan Reagan, Warren County Community Services Coordinator, to learn the process that
I needed to go through in order to check residential and commercial trash cans and take a
sample of their contents without getting into trouble. Mr. Reagan informed me that once
the trash was placed into the waste container, it became the property of the individual
waste hauler that owned the trash can. He stated that I could not take anything out of the
garbage cans because the risk of hepatitis would be too great. However, I do not scare
easily and did not listen. I decided to take trash from the stops that I had chosen anyway,
regardless of what he had said, so I did. I discuss my findings in the following chapter.
CHAPTER III
CASE STUDY
The Survey
I decided that the proper way to begin my case study was to conduct a survey of one
hundred Bowling Green residents and ask them for their opinions on the recycling
program and also ask if they thought the recycling program was fair and if they thought
that it had been successful. I decided that the best way to conduct this survey was to
approach as many residents as I could from different areas in Bowling Green. I then
decided to spend two Sunday afternoons in the parking lot of Wal-Mart on Campbell
Lane and pass out the surveys to anyone willing to fill one out. The only requirement was
that the person had to live in Bowling Green. I did not ask for names on the surveys. I
allowed the people to choose whether or not they wanted their names mentioned. Some
did and some did not. However, the residents who were willing to have their names
published signed the bottoms of their surveys, and I will include their names as well as
some of the comments that they made. A sample of the survey that I administered to the
residents of Bowling Green is attached (Fig. 17).
The first question that I asked on the survey was as follows: Are you aware that the
city of Bowling Green has a recycling program? All one hundred people surveyed
answered yes. The next question asked whether or not the people had used the recycling
program, and the results of this question were not what I had expected. Fifty-nine out of
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Survey
(1). Are you aware that the city of Bowling Green has a recycling
program?
(2). Have you ever used the recycling program?
(3). If you have used the program, are you satisfied with your service?
(4). If you have not used the program, why do you not use it?
(5). Do you feel that it is fair for the city of Bowling Green to bill you for
this service whether or not you use it?
(6). Use this space for any additional comments that you wish to make:
Thank you for your time and cooperation in filling out this survey!
Figure 17. Survey Document Used to Question the Residents of Bowling Green.
Source: Compiled by the Author.
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one hundred people surveyed (59%) said that they did not use the program. The next
question was for people who use the program. It asked them if they were satisfied with
the service. All forty-one residents who use the program stated that they were satisfied
with the service. The fourth question on the survey was directed to people who do not use
the service. It asked them why they do not use it. Marsha Lucas of Bowling Green stated
that she doesn't use the program because she feels she is made to use something that she
doesn't want and is charged for it whether or not she likes it. I had similar responses from
several others. William Widner of Bowling Green states that he doesn't use the program
because it costs him money. Another person from Bowling Green, who chose not to give
his name, stated that the recycling program was a kind of communism. He went on to say
that the city is trying to make people pay for a service that they don't want. He compared
the city of Bowling Green to Russia. The fifty-nine residents who said they did not use
the service all gave reasons for not using the program that dealt with either money or the
feeling they were being forced to do something that they did not want to do.
Question five on the survey asked people if they felt it was fair for the city of Bowling
Green to bill them for the service, whether or not they used it. Again, the fifty-nine
people who said they did not use the program answered no, and the forty-one people who
said that they used the program answered yes. The last question on the survey asked the
people for any additional comments that they wished to make. One person that did not
use the service stated that it was just something else the citizens of Bowling Green had to
pay for that was not needed. One lady stated that she felt the city should have to repay all
of the money it has collected for the recycling program back to citizens that did not wish
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to use the program. Another person made the point that he would not pay an extra twenty
dollars on his gas bill if he did not use the extra gas, and he felt that he shouldn't be
charged for recycling either when he doesn't use it. William Widner again stated in his
comments that he thought he should have the right to choose what he wants and that is
not the case with the recycling program. Marsha Lucas stated in her comments that she
felt it should be voluntary and not mandatory.
However, the people that felt the recycling program was fair had different types of
comments to make. One gentleman stated that he thought the charge for recycling was
very fair when one stops to consider what it costs when people do not recycle. He went
on to say that he felt those who did not wish to pay the recycling charge should have to
pay double so that we could afford to pay for more landfill space to dispose of the trash
that those people did not want to recycle. I also had two responses in which the residents
stated that although they approved of the recycling program and were satisfied with then-
service, they felt that people who did not wish to pay for the service should not be forced
to.
After studying the results of my survey, I came to the conclusion that if fifty-nine out
of one hundred people did not use the recycling service, and if some of the people who
did use the service said that it wasn't right for people to pay for it who did not wish to use
it, I knew that the recycling program was probably not as effective as Chuck Ricke, from
Southern Recycling, said it was. At that point I began my actual field study of both
residential and commercial sites in the Bowling Green area.
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The Residential Area
I began my field study on June 1, 2001, and continued it through August 1, 2001.1
chose seven residential sites for my case study. There were several reasons for choosing
those sites. The first reason was that they were apartment complexes or mobile home
parks, and I could take samples of several families' trash at one time. It would also have
been very difficult for me to pick through one individual's trash. Without permission of
the individual, I could have gotten myself into a lot of trouble. Another reason for my
choice of sites in the area of Bowling Green was that my first night out, I met a lady
known only by the street name "Hot Lips," who makes her living picking things out of
trash cans. She very quickly informed me that the trash cans of businesses on U.S. 31W-
By-Pass belonged to her. She also told me that the businesses and residential trash cans
on Louisville Road belonged to her and I needed to leave them alone. She explained that
she checked all of "her" trash cans three times per day and collected everything of value
from them. She went on to say that she was single and disabled and the Social Security
Administration did not pay her enough Supplemental Security Income to survive.
Therefore, she explained, she was forced to dig in the trash cans to make enough extra
money by selling recyclables and other items that she found in the trash in order to make
ends meet. I avoided these areas because I did not wish to introduce bias into my study; I
assumed if she checked the cans three times per day, I probably would not have found
anything of value anyway.
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The residential sites that I chose for this study are as follows: Creekwood Apartments,
which has two dumpsters, Regency Park Apartments, which has five dumpsters,
Greenhaven Apartments, which has five dumpsters, Topperview Mobile Home Park,
which has one dumpster, Hillview Mobile Home Park, which has one dumpster, Colony
Apartments, which has six dumpsters, and Greenwood Villa Apartments, which has four
dumpsters. A complete list of the sites and their addresses can be found in Figure 18.1
have also included an entire matrix with a list of recyclable as well as other items found
each day of the field study (Appendix A).
Although Stan Reagan, Community Services Coordinator, had not given me
permission to take anything out of the trash cans because he explained there was too
much risk of contracting hepatitis, I decided the risk could be minimized. I used rubber
gloves that came up to my elbows, and I also wore a facemask each time that I visited the
garbage cans. I decided to run my route at night to avoid being seen. In order to eliminate
bias, I began my trash route each night at 8:30p.m. I used a Ford Aerostar minivan and
pulled a 12-foot tandem-axle utility trailer to collect my samples of trash. I removed full
bags of trash from each of the dumpsters. I did not open anything or take anything out of
the trash bags while they were still in the trash cans. I was very careful that no one saw
me. I did not want to risk getting caught and having someone tell me to stay out of the
trash cans. After I had visited all of my stops each night, I would bring the samples of
trash that I had collected to my house and put them inside a privacy fence that we have in
our backyard. I would then open each bag the next day, remove all of the recyclables and
put them into the proper collection bins for Southern Recycling to pick up each
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Creekwood Apartments
109 Creekwood Avenue
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Regency Park Apartments
2425 Throughbred Drive
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Greenhaven Apartments
2001 Rockcreek Road
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Topperview Mobile Home Park
2340 Russellville Road
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Hillview Mobile Home Park
2721 Nashville Road
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Colony Apartments
1040 Shive Lane
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Greenwood Villa Apartments
1500 Bryant Way
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Figure 18. Addresses of Residential Sites Used In The Study
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Wednesday. The only exceptions to this sorting process were aluminum cans, scrap
aluminum, copper, and cardboard. These recyclables bring the most money when they are
sold to a recycling plant. I kept these items and sold them. The first stop that I visited
each night was Creekwood Apartments. I always followed the same route each night,
checking the sites in the same order.
A summary of the recyclables in pounds that I collected from the residential sites is
shown in Table 1.
Table 1. Recyclables Collected From Residential Sites In Pounds.
Source: Field Data
During my eight-week study, I averaged approximately 178 pounds of cans per week. I
sold the aluminum cans on several different occasions throughout my field study. I
earned approximately $500.00 over eight weeks from the sale of the cans alone. At the
different times that I sold the cans, the price paid ranged from 33 cents per pound to 38
cents per pound. I also averaged collecting 190 pounds of cardboard per week. At the time
I sold the cardboard, it was worth only $15.00 per ton. I earned a little more than $10.00
from the sale of the cardboard. I didn't receive any money for the plastic that I collected.
I placed the plastic as I collected it into the red recycling bins provided by Southern
Recycling. It collected the plastic each Wednesday. I averaged collecting 283 pounds
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of plastic per week. I also averaged collecting 57 pounds of glass each week and placed it
into the bins for Southern Recycling to pick up. I also did not collect any money for the
steel as I took it to Southern Recycling and dropped it off. I also averaged collecting
about 22 pounds of scrap aluminum per week. When I sold the scrap aluminum, it
brought 30 cents per pound. I collected $54.00 from the sale of the scrap aluminum. The
other recyclables that I collected were mostly newspaper, although I was able to collect a
few pounds of number two copper. Number two copper sells for 48 cents per pound. I
made about $5.00 from the total sale of copper during this field study.
Some other items I should note as significant finds from the residential sites are as
follows: a radio, an RCA camcorder, vacuum cleaners, a flat top guitar, a weed eater, a
ceiling fan, a set of car speakers, a scooter, skill saws, drills, compact discs, toys, clothes,
and other miscellaneous items. For a complete listing of all the items found at the
residential sites, refer to Appendix A.
I collected a total of 18,017.8 pounds of garbage over a period of eight weeks. Of that
amount, I returned only 11,482.9 pounds to the trash. I kept 6,534.9 pounds of waste
(363% of the total) from going into the Russellville landfill just from seven residential
sites in the Bowling Green area.
The Commercial Area
The commercial study area, located along the southwestern portion of Bowling Green,
provides an insight into what commercial businesses are throwing away. I chose to
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investigate seven commercial sites, in addition to the seven residential sites discussed in
the previous section. The seven commercial sites under investigation in this study were as
follows: Big Lots, Musician's Pro, Frito Lay, Houchens#32, Kroger, Winn Dixie, and
Kmart. A complete list of the businesses and their addresses is provided in Figure 19.
Again, my study began on June 1,2001, and continued through August 1, 2001. This
research will show that these businesses are very wasteful not only with recyclable items
but other items as well. Again, I should also note that I checked only businesses in this
area; I did not wish to introduce bias into my study because of "Hot Lips," who was
discussed in the previous section. Apparently, she was not aware of Frito Lay because
this research will show that Frito Lay is one of the most wasteful businesses existing in
the Bowling Green area. I included these businesses in my route starting at 8:30p.m. each
night and collected samples seven days per week. All of the businesses that I checked
gave me permission to check them with the exception of three. They are as follows: Frito
Lay, Musician's Pro, and Kmart. I checked these sites anyway because the items that I
found were worth the risk.
The first commercial stop each night was Frito Lay located on Cal Bastle Road in
Bowling Green. I assumed that I would find cardboard and steel there because Frito Lay
throws away large quantities of metal shelves not set up in stores and cardboard boxes in
which the potato chips are shipped to the warehouse. However, I did not expect to find all
that I found there. Frito Lay has one commercial dumpster located at the back of the
parking lot. The first night that I checked it I found 10 pounds of cardboard, 20 pounds of
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Big Lots
Old Bowling Green Mall
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Musician's Pro
1440 Campbell Lane
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Frito Lay
342 Cal Bastle Road
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Houchens #32
Russellville Road
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Kroger Co.
711 Campbell Lane
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Winn Dixie
1640 Scottsville Road
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Kmart
2945 Scottsville Road
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Figure 19. Addresses of Commercial Sites Used In The Study.
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scrap aluminum, and 25 pounds of unopened bags of assorted potato chips— some of
which were within the expiration dates. I did not remove these potato chips from the
dumpster, but I added the weight of the chips according to the weights listed on the
individual potato chip bags. At first, I did not know the reason for disposing of all those
chips, but I overheard one route driver talking to another as I was standing behind the
building waiting for them to leave. The first driver commented to the other that as long as
they continue to pull the unexpired chips off the shelves before they are supposed to, the
fewer chips they will be required to stock later because the fresh ones will already be on
the store's shelves. I also found a Mickey Mouse baby walker at Frito Lay the first night.
There was nothing wrong with it, so I sold it later at a yard sale for $5.00.
The next commercial stop each night was Big Lots located on Nashville Road. Big
Lots has one commercial dumpster located at the back of the store. The night of June 1,
2001,1 found 3 pounds of cardboard and 30 pounds of steel. The steel was in the form of
store shelves that Big Lots apparently had taken out. I also found six 12-ounce boxes of
Captain Crunch cereal, two packages of chewing gum, and one new twin mattress and
box springs set. I then proceeded to Kroger on Campbell Lane, which is right across the
street from Big Lots.
Kroger has one commercial dumpster as well as a compactor that is not accessible to
the public located at the back of the store. I was able to check the dumpster, even though
there were signs posted on the building that state whoever is back there is being
videotaped 24 hours a day. The first time that I checked Kroger, I found very little. I was
able to get one pound of cardboard and found five 7-ounce boxes of Melba toast. I then
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went out to Campbell Lane and stopped at Musician's Pro. Musician's Pro has one small
commercial dumpster located behind the store. The night of June 1, it was full of
cardboard. I started to check the dumpster and a man came running out of the store and
told me that I could not get into their garbage. I explained to him that I was conducting a
study for my master's thesis, but he would not listen and I was forced to leave. Every
night afterward, I checked the dumpster anyway, but I made sure that no one was there.
The next stop was Kmart located on Scottsville Road. Kmart has two commercial
dumpsters, one of which contained nothing because it had been dumped; the other
contained one pound of cardboard and a children's swimming pool. The swimming pool
was still in the package. It was an inflatable pool, so I took it home and inflated it for my
two small nieces that live up the street from me. There was nothing wrong with the pool.
Apparently, someone had returned it to the store and the Kmart employees threw it away.
The next commercial stop that I visited was Winn Dixie located on Scottsville Road.
Winn Dixie has one large commercial dumpster located in the back of the store. I
collected 3 pounds of plastic and 2 pounds of cardboard the first night there. I also found
ten boxes that contained one dozen doughnuts in each box. They were doughnuts that
came from Winn Dixie's deli. I also found a commercial mop that was in good condition,
so I kept it and am presently using it in my home.
The final commercial stop that I checked was Houchens #32 located on Russellville
Road. Houchens has one large commercial dumpster located at the back of the store. It
also has a cardboard baler that it is supposed to use to bale all of its cardboard. However,
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I still found some cardboard in the dumpster. The first night I found 2 pounds of plastic
and 2 pounds of cardboard. I also found seven 16-ounce deli pizzas and two heads of
lettuce. This summary is only my first night's findings in the commercial study, and it
was just the beginning.
The volume of material from my commercial field study for the entire sixty days is
summarized in Table 2. The weights of the recyclables are listed in pounds.
Table 2. Recyclables Collected From Commercial Sites In Pounds.
( ;ms C'ardhoiird I'histk (JHS.N Steel Aluminum
80.4 1275 390 51 951 56
Source: Field Data.
I also found many food items. They are as follows: 926.6 pounds of unopened potato
chips, doughnuts, potatoes, tomatoes, cereal, crackers, bread, fish, chicken, hot dogs, and
other meats. Other items of significance were: a lawnmower, rocking chair, 8 foot ladder,
clock, child's table and chairs, coffee table, high chair, and a two-man camping tent.
When I sold the aluminum cans, the selling price varied from 33 cents to 38 cents per
pound. I earned approximately $28.00 from the sale of these cans. I earned $8.00 from
the sale of the cardboard. I did not receive any money for the other recyclables with the
exception of scrap aluminum. It brought 30 cents per pound. I earned $16.80 from the
sale of the scrap aluminum. Altogether, I was able to keep 2,803.9 pounds of recyclables
out of the landfill.
CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Case Study
The objectives of this research were to analyze the Bowling Green recycling program,
determine its structure and effectiveness, and recommend changes in the system to
improve recycling efficiency. The information learned from this field study suggests that
59% of the residents of Bowling Green are not satisfied with the recycling program.
When I administered a survey to one hundred people on two different Sunday afternoons,
in the Wal-Mart parking lot, 59% of the people surveyed said that they knew about the
program but did not use it. Some of the residents throw things in the trash that can still be
used for the simple reason they feel they are being made to use something that they do
not want. According to this research, more people would participate in the recycling
program if the mandatory fee were cancelled. People perceive the program as something
that is being forced upon them. They feel that they do not have a choice in the matter
because they are forced to pay whether or not they use the service. The recycling program
is not operating at optimal efficiency. One gentleman stated that he felt he was being
ruled by a communist government and although he was required to pay the two-dollar fee
on his electric bill, he would never use the program because the city of Bowling Green
was trying to "cram it down his throat."
This field study also shows that the residents of Bowling Green do not recycle nearly
as much as they could. I am one person and I was able to keep a total of 9,394.8 pounds
of recyclable items out of the landfill over a sixty-day period. I also earned over $600.00
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from the sale of recyclables that I collected. The money that I collected from the sale of
the recyclables paid for all of my fuel to collect the samples, and I had enough money left
to pay for copies of this project to be made and also pay for the binding of this thesis.
I have also found over 900 pounds of potato chips that were unopened, and most of
them had unexpired expiration dates. In my opinion, Frito Lay is one of the most wasteful
businesses that I have ever known. The lawnmower that I found at Kmart had a broken
wheel and a broken throttle cable. I was able to fix both of those small items, and now I
have a mower that is just as good as new. I was also amazed to meet "Hot Lips" and hear
her story. It is difficult to believe that Bowling Green has residents who do not make
enough money to survive and are forced to resort to eating from garbage cans.
I also found many food items in other businesses. It is a shame that people will throw
away items such as food, furniture, appliances, and radios that have nothing wrong with
them. The items that did have something wrong with them were all minor problems that
most anyone could have fixed with no problem. After examining local residential and
commercial sites and finding the types of things that I found, it makes me wonder what is
out there in other cities and towns in this country. I want to check other areas such as
New York City, Los Angeles, Denver, or Nashville and learn if people in those areas are
as wasteful as people are here in Bowling Green. In the next section I will analyze the
data collected in this study.
Comparative Analysis
1). Bowling Green received a distinguished achievement award from the state in 1997
for its solid waste recycling program, suggesting that its program was among the
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very best in the state.
2). Scott Waste Management with 6,500 customers (3 persons/household = 19,500
people) delivers 15,600 tons of solid waste per year to the Russellville landfill
(60 tons/day X 5 days X 52 weeks).
3). At the 2000 census, Bowling Green had a population of just under 50,000.
4). Scott Waste Management serves about 39% of the local population (19,500
divided by 50,000).
5). Total estimate waste going to landfills:
15,600 tons - Scott Waste Management (39% of the population)
24.400 tons - other haulers/collectors (61% of the population)
40,000tons- Total
6). In 2000, Southern Recycling collected just under 1,500 tons of recyclables
Conclusion: In 2000, Southern Recycling removed 3.6% of the material from the
solid waste total (1,500 divided by 41,500 = 3.6%).
7). In my 60-day field study, I removed 36.3% of recyclable material destined for
landfills from my residential sites (10 times what is currently being recycled).
A. This percentage is far greater than the 20-25 percent recyclable material
estimate provided by Lawrence White of Scott Waste Management.
8). Given the findings from my study, the figures provided by E.P.A.'s Office of Solid
Waste do not seem credible. The 30% recycling rate for 2000 suggests that the U.S. is
a world leader, despite an international consensus to the contrary. Based on the
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1997 state award, Bowling Green's solid waste recycling program is exemplary. Yet,
only 3.6% of the city's solid waste is recycled.
A. My recycling efforts for the 60-day period of study indicate that an additional
36.3% of residential solid waste going to landfills is potentially recyclable.
B. Thus, a 40% recycling rate is probably fairly close to a national potential
optimum.
C. There is absolutely no evidence from this study to suggest the overall United
States population is currently 75% efficient (30% vs. 40%) in recycling solid
waste.
D. The greater likelihood is that Bowling Green's recycling efforts are probably
fairly typical of the degree of success nationwide.
E. A more realistic conclusion would be that the United States is roughly
comparable to Italy and France in its degree of success in recycling solid waste.
The final section of this paper discusses some recommendations that I would make to
the residents and businesses of Bowling Green to ensure that something is done about the
amounts of the recyclable items that are still going into the landfills six years after a
mandated curbside recycling program began. I will also make recommendations to the
industries that are throwing thousands of pounds of food into the garbage every year.
Recommendations
Since my research has shown that changes need to be made in order to improve
recycling efficiency, I would make the following recommendations to the residents of
Bowling Green and the officials of the city of Bowling Green. To the residents of
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Bowling Green, I would recommend that every one of you stop and think before you
throw something away. Ask yourself if what you are disposing could
be recycled. Also ask yourself if what you are throwing away could be given to your
neighbor, if your neighbor still could get some use out of it. The person receiving the
item would be grateful and it would keep unnecessary trash out of the landfill. To all of
the industries in Bowling Green, I would recommend that each company give its food
items to organizations that can distribute them to hungry people in Bowling Green. It
would be much better to remove the food items from the shelves at least five days before
the expiration date and give them to H.O.T.E.L. or the Salvation Army. These
organizations can distribute the food to people who really need it, just like the lady I met
while conducting this study. And to Frito Lay in particular, I would recommend that you
observe your route drivers closely and make sure they are not throwing away food that is
not out of date. I also would recommend to Frito Lay that it pull the old chips from store
shelves before they expire to allow enough time for distribution to organizations such as
the ones I just mentioned above. Think about how many hungry people could be fed with
all of those potato chips that are now thrown away.
I would also recommend to the city of Bowling Green that it stop and look at the
current recycling program. Many people are not using the service because they feel that
they are forced to do so. The city should consider opening a plant, a sort of transfer
station, where the trash trucks could bring all of the garbage to that location. The workers
in the plant could sort the trash and remove all of the recyclables before it is transported
to the landfill. This method would keep tons of trash out of the landfill, and the residents
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of Bowling Green would not feel as if they were forced to recycle. If the city determines
that a solid waste-sorting transfer station is not economically feasible, another option
would be to implement some type of incentive program. As the program currently stands,
there is no incentive for the resident population to participate in the program. Everyone is
charged a flat rate, whether or not they recycle a portion of their solid waste. Those who
do participate do so out of the goodness of their hearts.
A number of other cities throughout the United States have incentive programs that
produce notably more successful results than is achieved locally. Seattle, for example,
charges a collection fee often dollars per 30-gallon barrel per month. If a family puts out
only one barrel and places the remaining recyclable waste in the appropriate containers, it
is charged ten dollars. If another family chooses not to participate and puts out three
barrels, it is charged thirty dollars.
If this approach proves unpalatable to the resident population, particularly those who
regard solid waste recycling as a "communist conspiracy," a more positive approach
might be in order. The family who recycled the most in a particular neighborhood might
be given an annual cash award of $100.00. This recognition of effort would conform to
the Wall Street Journal's subheading "Adventures in Capitalism," and might end up
costing the city far less money than operational costs associated with a transfer station.
Until the people of Bowling Green learn to appreciate the Earth, and do everything that
they can to protect it, we very well may be consumed by our own garbage.
APPENDIX A
MATRIX FOR RESIDENTIAL SITES
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Day
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
Residence
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview TrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Toppervlew Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview TrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview TrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pie
Hillview TrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
10
11
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
I Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview TrPk.
I Hillview TrPk.
12
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Reqency Apts.
Alum. Cans Lbs
5
9
4
3
1
4
5
2
7
10
1
1
6
1
1
0.5
10
2
3
6
3
3
3
5
0.5
4
3
2
1.5
5
3
0.5
1
2
6
3
1
3
1
2
5
3
3
2
4
0
2
5
6
1
3
5
1
1
5
2
1
3
6
2
1
4
2
1
2
3
4
3
5
6
2
4
4
3
1
3
0.5
2
3
Cardboard
6
3
2
2
3
8
3
1
5
4
2
0.5
6
2
0.5
1
3
2
1
2
5
2
6
4
0
1
5
3
1
4
2
0.5
1
3
r~ 4
2
1
1
1
0
3
2
2
3
3
0
2
Plastic
23
38
18
7
Glass
0
0
0
0
4, 0
35] 0
7 0
3 0
3 0
6
2
2
7
0.4
2
3
,_ 8
4
6
2
6
9
2
15
1
3
7
2
2
6
3
1
3
5
10
4
3
"""" 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
1
0
2
0
0
2
4| 0
1
2
1
0
7 0
5 0
4i 0
5; 0
4! 0
0.5 0
4| 0
3 8 0
4i 5
1
3
4
0.5
1
1
2
2
3
4
2
2
3
3
2
1
5
3
2
4
5
3
4
5
2
2
4
1
3
4
0
0
0
5 0
6| 0
2| 0
1! 0
6 2
4 0
6 0
4
2 j
1
1.5
6
2
4
3
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
2! 3
3| 0
6
7
9
5
5
7
5
2
7
3
2
10
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
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13
14
15
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apjs.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
| Greenwood Villa Apts.
16 Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
| Greenhaven Apts
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
; Greenwood Villa Apts.
17
18
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
JTopperviewTrPk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
19 Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview TrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
20 Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
I Colony Apts.
21
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
j Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
22 Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
i Hillview TrPk.
Colony Apts.
23
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
j Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
2.5
2
3
6
2
3
3.5
4
0
1
5
2
3
2
2
1
4
1
6
0
2
5
2
1
4
4
2
4
4
3
2
2
5
1
3
3
0.5
0
2
2
2
1
5
1
1
3
0
2
3
4
1
0
4
3
2
3
4
0
3
4
1
1
2
0
0
2
1
5
1
3
1
1
3
3
2
1
2
1
1
1
4
0
1
7
3
3
1
3
1
0.5
6
4
5
3
4
2.5
3
4
8
2
0
4
0
1
3
7
3
2
6
4
3
2
5
2
2
3
0
0
3
0
3
3
6
2
0
0
2
2
3
3
2
2
3
3
2
4
3
3
2
5
3
0
3
0
3
1
2
3
2
0
3
1
2
4
2
2
2
3
1
2
8.5
5
6
13
4
8
7
2
3
3
4
5
7
3
4
3
7
6
7
4
4
8
3
2
7
8
3
3
9
6
4
3
4
4
4
4
1
2
3
3
2
2
5
3
4
6
3
2
4
6
3
3
4
4
3
3
4
3
3
3
- 2
3
4
3
3
1
3
6
1
4
3
3
3
3
4
3
. . . . 2
2
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
3
0
0
3
0
1
0
1
0
0
0
3
1
0
2
0
0
1
0
3
0
0
0
0
2
0
1
0
4
0
0
2
0
3
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
4
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
1
1
5
0
0
0
0
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24
25
26
27
28
29
Colony_Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview TrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apt».
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Coton^Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
I Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
30 .Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenrtaven Apts.
, Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
311 Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Aprts,
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
i Greenwood Villa Apts.
32 Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
j Hillview Tr Pic
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
33 Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
34
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
35
Cotony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
2
1
1
3
0
4
1
0
1
3
2
2
0
0
2
2
2
3
2
1
2
1
0
3
3
1
2
1
3
1
4
2
3
0
2
4
2
2
1
3
2
1
3
5
1
16
5
2
2
7
5
2
14
6
3
0
16
6
2
6
3
1
2
6
2
2
2
6
2
6
3
6
2
4
4
2
0
8
3
2
3
2
2
4
4
4
1
3
1
3
0
3
3
1
2
2
3
3
0
2
3
3
2
3
3
1
2
0
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
10
3
0
1
2
3
2
5
0
2
2
4
3
4
6
4
3
15
5
3
2
17
13
3
7
4
3
3
7
4
3
13
4
4
4
5
7
4
6
3
3
2
7
4
4
3
2
2
5
5
6
2
4
2
4
6
2
4
3
3
4
3
5
4
5
3
3
4
3
4
2
3
4
4
3
3
3
4
3
3
8
3
4
3
5
4
3
5
3
3
7
6
4
4
9
5
3
6
8
4
4
19
7
4
7
5
4
4
8
5
4
6
9
4
5
6
8
5
8
3
4
4
9
4
4
2
0
0
0
1
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
1
0
1
2
0
o
1
3
1
1
0
3
0
" ~ 6
2
1
0
7
0
2
1
0
3
0
1
0
0
2
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
5
0
0
0
6
0
0
0
0
0
0
4
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
3
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36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
HIIMewTrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
HlllvlewTrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
HlllviewTrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillvlew Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
HillviewTrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
HillviewTrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
HillviewTrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
HillviewTrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview TrPk.
HillviewTrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
HillviewTrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
3reenhaven Apts.
TocpervlewTrPk.
13
5
2
2
3
5
1
6
6
0
o.s
7
2
2
3
3
0
1
2
4
1
2
3
1
4
3
1
0
1
3
0
1
8
2
4
8
4
1
0
5
2
4
5
6
0
0
12
4
0
3
3
0
1
2
1
1
2
4
0
2
3
1
2
0
2
0
2
2
2
10
6
7
1
5
13
8
6
2
1
1
4
16
3
11
4
3
3
5
4
2
1
8
3
2
3
4
2
2
3
2
2
4
2
2
4
5
4
2
2
3
0
2
3
3
2
10
5
1
2
6
3
1
6
14
0
0.5
2
2
2
3
2
0
0
5
2
2
4
1
0
2
3
4
6
3
2
1
3
3
4
20
3
3
1
1
9
4
1
4
2
0
15
7
3
3
6
5
3
8
9
4
3
10
5
3
4
5
3
3
3
4
3
4
3
4
4
6
3
3
5
5
1
4
14
5
3
10
7
3
4
5
13
3
8
5
4
1
4
3
3
3
4
3
4
6
4
3
3
3
2
3
4
3
1
5
2
2
3
4
5
8
9
12
3
3
18
9
3
2
4
3
0
0
0
0
4
0
1
0
0
1
0.5
0
5
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
6
0
3
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
3
0
0
4
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
S
0
8
0
0
2
7
0
0
0
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47
48
49
50
51
Hlllvlew Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
HilMewTrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
HillvtewTrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
HlllviewTrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hlllview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
'Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
52 Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hlllview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
0
e
2
1
4
8
2
0
11
4
3
2
5
2
1
6
3
1
8
4
0
0.5
16
3
1
e
10
0
0.5
8
5
2
6
3
0
3
21
3
1
13
9
3
5
7
2
5
12
1
2
9
1
1
13
4
4
4
7
2
3
9
3
2
2
5
0
1
7
7
2
11
3
0
0
9
7
1
10
6
0
5
15
7
0
11
11
4
6
9
3
8
3
5
4
12
3
3
15
5
5
4
9
3
3
10
4
0
18
10
0.5
2
18
9
3
3
9
2
1
11
17
4
11
4
1
6
27
9
4
10
13
6
7
10
0
0
0
6
3
0
3
0
7
0
0
5
0
0
5
0
0
0
13
3
0
0
5
4
0
8
0
0
0
0
0
0
4
0
0
0
11
0
0
12
0
0
5
3
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Greenwood Villa Apts.
53
54
55
56
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topjjerview Tr Pk.
HlllvlswTrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview TrPk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
57 Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts
J Greenwood Villa Apts.
581 Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts.
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood Villa Apts.
59 :• Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apts,
Greenhaven Apts.
Topperview Tr Pk.
Hillview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts
Greenwood villa Apts.
60 Creekwood Apts.
Regency Apta.
Greenhaven Apts.
, Topperview Tr Pk.
iHJIIview Tr Pk.
Colony Apts.
Greenwood villa Apts.
3
4
9
15
3
3
7
2
5
10
7
2
4
11
7
3
6
5
ro
2
9
9
4
6
9
2
3
11
7
3
12
6
1
3
10
4
4
8
6
3
2
8
5
5
8
4
1
3
12
4
5
4
9
1
1
8
2
1426.5
5
3
5
16
4
7
6
3
6
7
15
,_ 3
0
9
6
4
8
8
3
3
11
7
4
8
12
2
5
22
9
2
15
6
3
2
15
4
5
9
7
3
3
9
4
3
6
2
2
3
8
3
4
4
4
1
1
4
1
1545.5
6
6
11
18
6
8
9
4
4
8
10
4
7
13
5
4
9
9
5
4
17
13,
6
7
18
3
6
10
10
5
19
9
3
4
20
5
7
11
6
4
4
11
6
5
7
4
1
4
14
5
2
13
6
2
1
6
4
2262.4
0
0
9
0
4
0
8
0
0
7
6
3
0
9
0
4
13
0
2
0
15
6
0
9
3
0
0
8
0
0
12
8
0
0
16
0
3
7
4
0
0
7
0
0
0.5
2
0
0.5
1
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
460.5
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Steel
C
C
c
c
c
0
c
0
c
c
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Scrap Alum.
0
0
0
0
118
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
5
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
20
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Other recyclables
1
0
2
1
1
1
4
0
1
2
1
0
3
3
0
2
0
1
0
1.5
1
0
1
3
0
1
0
1
0
1
2
0
1
1
2
0.5
0
1
0
0
0
2
1
2
2
0
0
1
1
0
1
2
0.5
0
1
0
1
0
1
0
2
2
1
1
1
2
2
3
4
5
2
3
3
2.5
0
3
1
1
2
Other Items
Hamilton Beach Blender
Power Wheels jeep ride on toy, 4 halrbows
2 bags assorted clothes and shoes, weight 21 lbs.
Recliner, brown
White wooden rocking chair
Pair of Nike tennis shoes
VCR and brass duck figurine
Bag of aduH clothes
Dixie Chicks CD
Twin size box springs and mattress
Glass candle holder
2 hats
1 pair of girl's dress shoes
Roller blades
2 Pens, 1 pencil
2 Car seat covers
2 bags assorted clothes
1 bracelet
1 Hoover vacumn cleaner
2 Barbie dolls and a Tickle me Elmo
25 cents in money and 1 pair of men's shoes
Twin size box springs and mattress
motorcycle helmet
18 cents In money
1 Bag of kids clothes
1 gas stove
1 computer monitor
Red Wing boots
kids bicycle
2 wall pictures
1 clock that hangs on the wall
1 small boombox, a brass horse figurine
1 pair tennis shoes
small lamp
3 yo-yo's and a glass chicken
wooden cow napkin holder
3 women's dress belts
satellite dish
1 bag of stuffed animals, weight 8 pounds
sunshade for a car window
2 books
bag of women's purses and shoes, weight 11 pounds
1 coffee cup
2 Porter Cable skillsaws, Black and Decker drill, nails
bag of shoes, weight 15 pounds
$20.00 bill in toilet paper bag
ketchup holder
Eureka vacumn cleaner
2 women's dresses
1 filing cabinet
1 baby stroller
Fisher Price kitchen set for a child
1 beanie baby by Ty
3 picture frames
3 Hot wheels cars
Trash Collected
58 lbs.
102 lbs.
83 lbs.
20 lbs.
32 lbs.
98 lbs.
55 lbs.
20 lbs.
73 lbs.
75 lbs.
15 lbs.
11 lbs.
93 lbs.
30 lbs.
12 lbs.
52 lbs.
80 lbs.
22 lbs.
17 lbs.
107 lbs.
41 lbs.
23 lbs.
43 lbs.
130 lbs.
9 lbs.
27 lbs.
)7lbs.
24 lbs.
23 lbs.
30 lbs.
52 lbs.
11 lbs.
17 lbs.
51 lbs.
100 lbs.
27 lbs.
22 lbs.
31 lbs.
13 lbs.
19 lbs.
96 lbs.
54 lbs.
38 lbs.
47 lbs.
33 lbs.
4 lbs.
38 lbs.
101 lbs.
83 lbs.
12 lbs.
42 lbs.
96 lbs.
3 lbs.
3 lbs.
76 lbs.
35 lbs.
24 lbs.
43 lbs.
90 lbs.
23 lbs.
19 lbs.
99 lbs.
35 lbs.
37 lbs.
25 lbs.
58 lbs.
40 lbs.
46 lbs.
57 lbs.
94 lbs.
26 lbs.
53 lbs.
79 lbs.
29 lbs.
14 lbs.
44 lbs.
13 lbs.
40 lbs.
16 lbs.
Trash Left
23 lbs.
52 lbs.
36 lbs.
8 lbs.
23 lbs.
50 lbs.
36 lbs.
14 lbs.
52 lbs.
53 lbs.
9 lbs.
7.E lbs.
71 lbs.
24.6 lbs.
8.5 lbs.
45.5 lbs.
59 lbs.
13 lbs.
7 lbs.
75.5 lbs.
26 lbs.
9 lbs.
31 lbs.
103 lbs.
7.5 lbs.
18 lbs.
70 lbs.
16 lbs.
18.5 lbs.
14 lbs.
43 lbs.
8 lbs.
11 lbs.
38 lbs.
78 lbs.
17.5 lbs.
15 lbs.
22 lbs.
9 lbs.
13 lbs.
11 lbs.
i2 lbs.
28 lbs.
35 lbs.
20 lbs.
3.5 lbs.
30 lbs.
84 lbs.
59 lbs.
Olbs.
30 lbs.
68 lbs.
libs.
Olbs.
61 lbs.
2 lbs.
4 lbs.
33 lbs.
77 lbs.
7 lbs.
2.5 lbs.
I2lbs.
27 lbs.
29 lbs.
8 lbs.
13 lbs.
28 lbs.
32 lbs.
37 lbs.
69 lbs.
4 lbs.
37 lbs.
nibs.
;6.5lbs.
8 lbs.
27 lbs.
7.5 lbs.
32 lbs.
>7 lbs.
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0
0
0
0
0
c
0
0
0
G
0
0
0
0
c
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
20
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
2
3
2
2.S
4
3
0
1
3
1
1
2
2
3
2
2
4
1
2
3
1
0
2
2
0
2
3
2
1
1
3
1
1
1
0
1.5
0
1
1
0
2
0
2
2
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
0
1
0
1
0
0
1
0
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
2
wall plaque of a cat
5 keychains
1 bag of baby clothes
2 fenders from a Razz moped
1 box full of earrings
Nintendo 64 game stick
1 Compact disc
baby crib
prom dress
small hand held radio
3 necklaces and a ring
3 guitar picks
1 splderman figurine
pokemon game
83 lbs.
15 lbs.
34 lbs.
90 lbs.
44 lbs.
47 lbs.
61 lbs.
47 lbs.
8.3 lbs.
15 lbs.
62.5 lbs.
36 lbs.
35 lbs.
30 lbs.
30 lbs.
20 lbs.
43 lbs.
34 lbs.
67 lbs.
14 lbs.
22 lbs.
53 lbs.
13 lbs.
10 lbs.
54 lbs.
.50 lbs.
29 lbs.
46 lbs.
1 Coca-cola money bank
1 stuffed animal
57 lbs.
33 lbs.
22 lbs.
16 lbs.
1 diary
1 coffee m u L
1 flashlight
2 pairs of scissors
box of dishes, plates and cups
2 pieces of baby clothing
Jansport book bag
full bottle of windex
3 pairs of women's shorts
3 sky dancer dolls
3 pillows for a couch
1 karaoke machine
1 bagofhairbows
Child's scooter
60 lbs.
17 lbs.
61 lbs.
56 lbs.
7 lbs.
8 lbs.
45 lbs.
58 lbs.
36 lbs.
23 lbs.
76 lbs.
19 lbs.
21 lbs.
40 lbs.
23 lbs.
17 lbs.
47 lbs.
66 lbs.
12 lbs.
13 lbs.
35 lbs.
34 lbs.
39 lbs.
37 lbs.
54 lbs.
11 lbs.
26 lbs.
50 lbs.
20 lbs.
14 lbs.
44 lbs.
10 lbs.
16 lbs.
13 lbs.
22 lbs.
54 lbs.
16 lbs.
29 lbs.
28 lbs.
15 lbs.
26 lbs.
37 lbs.
27 lbs.
39 lbs.
23 lbs.
29 lbs.
20 lbs.
22 lbs.
65 lbs.
8 lbs.
22 lbs.
61 lbs.
33 lbs.
32.5 lbs.
45.5 lbs.
35 lbs.
4.3 lbs.
9.5 lbs.
44.5 lbs.
24 lbs.
18 lbs.
19 lbs.
18 lbs.
10.5 lbs.
27 lbs
21 lbs.
42 lbs.
6 lbs.
14 lbs.
30 lbs.
7 lbs.
6 lbs.
35 lbs.
29 lbs.
20 lbs.
35 lbs.
34 lbs.
18 lbs.
12 lbs.
8 lbs.
40 lbs.
8 lbs.
51 lbs.
43 lbs.
5.5 lbs.
4.5 lbs.
36 lbs.
50 lbs.
25 lbs.
17 lbs.
58 lbs.
13 lbs.
14 lbs.
27 lbs.
17 lbs.
10 lbs.
37 lbs.
49 lbs.
5.5 lbs.
8 lbs.
20 lbs.
24 lbs.
28 lbs.
27 lbs.
22 lbs.
5 lbs.
18 IbS.
36 lbs.
13 IbS.
10 lbs.
31 Ibs.
6 Ibs.
9 Ibs.
7 Ibs.
16 Ibs.
40 lbs.
13 Ibs.
22 Ibs.
19 Ibs.
9 Ibs.
16 Ibs.
24 Ibs.
18 Ibs.
26 Ibs.
15 Ibs.
22 Ibs.
15 Ibs.
15 Ibs.
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0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
c
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
3
2
3
1
1
0
2
3
1
1
1
0
0
0
3
1
0
2
2
0
2
0
0
1
0
2
2
0
6
0
0
1
2
2
2
1
1
1
0
1
0
1
2
2
0
0
4
2
0
3
1
2
2
2
2
1
3
3
2
2
1
2
2
2
3
1
2
3
4
1
3
2
2
2
5
0
1
1 package of gilette razors
Box of file folders
1 pair of leather sandals
a wooden horse figurine
2 women's undergarments
Trampoline mesh 12 foot
2 figurines, a man and a woman
2 - 8 by 9 speakers for a car
1 photo album
S Ice trays, 2 toy cars
my little pony toy for girls
VCR tape
1 stuffed animal
1 backpack
a box of 12 football pencils
set of twin sheets
1 pair dress shoes for men
bowl of wooden fruit
1 key chain
2 romance novels
ironing board for a child
Tommy Hlffigert-shirt, red
adjustable bed frame
size 10 cowboy boots
1 doll and a twenty questions game
1 blue and white bathing suit
2 small, white lampshades
1 HI-HoCherry-Ogame
1 com kitchen broom
1 owl candle
1 horse ashtray
1 mouse pad for a computer
1 white ceiling fan
1 stuffed Bugs Bunny
Tetris game for Nintendo Game Boy
3 black pairs of suspenders
34 lbs,
27 lbs.
26 lbs.
54 lbs.
22 lbs.
30 lbs.
23 lbs.
29 lbs.
18 lbs.
42 lbs.
37 lbs.
25 lbs.
23 lbs.
13 lbs.
21 lbs.
23 lbs.
26 lbs.
38 lbs.
20 lbs.
23 lbs.
33 lbs.
30 lbs.
16 lbs.
30 lbs.
39 lbs.
21 lbs.
37 lbs.
15 lbs.
41 lbs.
38 lbs.
23 lbs.
32 lbs.
43 lbs.
17 lbs.
29 lbs.
62 lbs.
47 lbs.
38 lbs.
28 lbs.
45 lbs.
31 lbs.
26 lbs.
67 lbs.
37 lbs.
21 lbs.
71 lbs.
62 lbs.
43 lbs.
45 lbs.
91 lbs.
53 lbs.
31 lbs.
85 lbs.
77 lbs.
40 lbs.
27 lbs.
101 lbs.
79 lbs.
23 lbs.
77 lbs.
84 lbs.
26 lbs.
29 lbs.
70 lbs.
51 lbs.
39 lbs.
61 lbs.
66 lbs.
30 lbs.
38 lbs.
59 lbs.
65 lbs.
41 lbs.
66 lbs.
56 lbs.
39 lbs.
20 lbs.
83 lbs.
36 lbs.
41 lbs.
23 lbs.
21 lbs.
18 lbs.
39 lbs.
11 lbs.
12 lbs.
17 lbs.
21 lbs.
12 lbs.
30 lbs.
26 lbs.
17 lbs.
15 lbs.
7 lbs.
14 lbs.
14 lbs.
16 lbs.
24 lbs.
13 lbs.
14 lbs.
20 lbs.
20 lbs.
10 lbs.
18 lbs.
28 lbs.
17 lbs.
26 lbs.
10 lbs.
23 lbs.
27 lbs.
12 lbs.
18 lbs.
26 lbs.
11 lbs.
18 lbs.
37 lbs.
37 lbs.
27 lbs.
22 lbs.
33 lbs.
21 lbs.
20 lbs.
51 lbs.
29 lbs.
13 lbs.
I4lbs.
45 lbs.
34 lbs.
35 lbs.
65 lbs.
37 lbs.
22 lbs.
47 lbs.
57 lbs.
28 lbs.
19 lbs.
47 lbs.
51 lbs.
13 lbs.
54 lbs.
64 lbs.
16 lbs.
8 lbs.
48 lbs.
32 lbs.
28 lbs.
38 lbs.
44 lbs.
I9lbs.
21 lbs.
42 lbs.
36 lbs.
29 lbs.
45 lbs.
44 lbs.
28 lbs.
11 lbs.
54 lbs.
25 lbs.
27 lbs.
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0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
1
2
2
3
0.5
5
4
0
0
5
2
2
1
4
1
2
0
2
1
1
0
2
2d
2
0
1
1
0
2
1
1
1J
14
3
1
1
3
1
1
S
2
0
0
1
1
1
1
0
1
3
3
2
1
0
1
0
0
2
0
3
0
1
0
1
2
3
5
2
1
0
0
0
3
0
0
1
0
1 toaster oven
1 wall picture of a girt In a field of flowers
1 Little Tykes bike
1 tiger blanket
1 Adidas sports bag
1 men's purple jacket
3 tank tops and a nail grooming set
VCR tape
96 count Crayola crayons
1 stroller for a doll
1 Sonic the hedgehog stuffed doll
1 cookbook
1 Homellte gas weedeater
women's nightgown
1 big mouth Billy Bass
1 kitchen mixer
1 bathroom vanity
1 drainer for dishes
1 110 pound weight set
1 flat top guitar
1 box of children's toys
2 vacumn cleaners, both Hoover
1 Medical Center drinking cup
3 bags of clothes, weight 22 lbs.
1 men's tie
2 plastic bowls, 1 duffle bag, 1 vase
2 car floor mats
2 stainless steel bowls, 2 flower arrangements
1 bag of baby clothes, weight 10 pounds
1 Lazy Boy recllner
1hat
1- 8 by 10 carpet, 2 bags adult clothes, weight 18 pounds
1 bag adult clothes, 12 lbs., 1 bag shoes, 20 lbs.
1 Burm cofreemaker
1 RCA camcorder, had to repair
55 lbs.
67 lbs.
23 lbs.
29 lbs.
57 lbs.
45 lbs.
27 lbs.
57 lbs.
60 lbs.
13 lbs.
10 lbs.
70 lbs.
42 lbs.
16 lbs.
34 lbs.
43 lbs.
12 lbs.
20 lbs.
32 lbs.
36 lbs.
18 lbs.
40 lbs.
36 lbs.
18 lbs.
28 lbs.
42 lbs.
17 lbs.
11 lbs.
34 lbs.
46 lbs.
5 lbs.
33 lbs.
43 lbs.
44 lbs.
16 lbs.
72 lbs.
57 lbs.
15 lbs.
13 lbs.
57 lbs.
37 lbs.
25 lbs.
55 lbs.
47 lbs.
9 lbs.
5 lbs.
34 lbs.
27 lbs.
16 lbs.
27 lbs.
34 lbs.
11 lbs.
21 lbs.
41 lbs.
27 lbs.
17 lbs.
20 lbs.
30 lbs.
6 lbs.
15 lbs.
26 lbs.
17 lbs.
22 lbs.
19 lbs.
20 lbs.
7 lbs.
22 lbs.
23 lbs.
33 lbs.
101 lbs.
89 lbs.
97 lbs.
27 lbs.
43 lbs.
143 lbs.
!07lbs.
40 lbs.
27 lbs.
44 lbs.
13 lbs.
22 lbs.
34 lbs.
14 lbs.
11 lbs.
40 lbs.
29 lbs.
18.5 lbs.
33 lbs.
37 lbs.
6 lbs.
5 lbs.
40 lbs.
25 lbs.
4 lbs.
23 lbs.
27 lbs.
6 lbs.
12 lbs.
24 lbs.
22 lbs.
11 lbs.
29 lbs.
28 lbs.
9 lbs.
14 lbs.
25 lbs.
7 lbs.
6 lbs.
25 lbs.
34 lbs.
4 lbs.
18 lbs.
19 lbs.
30 lbs.
6 lbs.
30 lbs.
38 lbs.
7 lbs.
6 lbs.
38 lbs.
18 lbs.
16 lbs.
31 lbs.
18 lbs.
5 lbs.
3.5 lbs.
15 lbs.
14 lbs.
10 lbs.
17 lbs.
21 lbs.
7 lbs.
3 lbs.
25 lbs.
8 lbs.
10 lbs.
Olbs.
21 lbs.
4 lbs.
8 lbs.
9 lbs.
9 lbs.
10 lbs.
11 lbs.
3 lbs.
4 lbs.
3 lbs.
12 lbs.
9 lbs.
58 lbs.
54 lbs.
74 lbs.
4 lbs.
6 lbs.
71 lbs.
81 lbs.
23 lbs.
Olbs.
36 lbs.
9 lbs.
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0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
o1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
o
._ °0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
o
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
2
1
2
1
7
1
0
9
2
1
2
3
1
4
11
1
0
1
3
1
0
4
4
2
1
6
0
0
3
2
1
4
1
0
2
10
3
3
6
10
1
1
4
1 black cigarette case
1 wheelchair
1 Compact disc
tub of Lego blocks
3 ceramic ducks
1 wooden paper towel holder
1 child's bike
6 baby bottles
1 make-up kit
2- 5 gallon buckets
4 green drinking glasses
1 adapter cord for a video game
1 book
17 lbs.
62 lbs.
34 lbs.
28 lbs.
26 lbs.
99 lbs.
29 lbs.
12 lbs.
107 lbs.
65 lbs.
53 lbs.
44 lbs.
68 lbs.
17 lbs.
27 lbs.
74 lbs.
31 lbs.
11 lbs.
89 lbs.
60 lbs.
5 lbs.
8 lbs.
91 lbs.
66 lbs.
16 lbs.
71 lbs.
87 lbs.
6 lbs.
4 lbs.
63 lbs.
76 lbs.
24 lbs.
3 dolls
2 ashtrays, 1 Hot Wheels racing set
1 floatable pool chair
1 toy train set
1 bathroom soap holder
1 cassette tape
1 small jewelry box
2 men's belts
1 folder
1 book
1 book
67 lbs.
48 lbs.
4 lbs.
23 lbs.
136 lbs.
62 lbs. _,
23 lbs.
124 lbs.
100 lbs.
33 lbs.
11 lbs.
41 lbs.
16 lbs.
13 lbs.
12 lbs.
63 lbs.
19 lbs.
8 lbs.
52 lbs.
50 lbs.
40 lbs.
27 lbs.
44 lbs.
9 lbs.
11 lbs.
38 lbs.
20 lbs.
8 lbs.
49 lbs.
35 lbs.
3.5 lbs.
4.5 lbs.
41 lbs.
39 lbs.
8 lbs.
42 lbs.
59 lbs.
4 lbs.
2.5 lbs.
32 lbs.
45 lbs.
16 lbs.
32 lbs.
34 lbs.
3 lbs.
7 lbs.
52 lbs.
40 lbs.
15 lbs.
72 lbs.
57 lbs.
19 lbs.
59 lbs. ] 35 lbs.
33 lbs. j 50 lbs.
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0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
24
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
34
0
0
0
0
0
0
180
4
1
5
9
2
2
3
1
3
6
2
0
s
2
4
1
4
5
0
1
5
S
5
6
S
1
2
6
5
3
9
3
0
1
7
3
0
5
8
3
0
6
2
1
12
2
0
0
2
1
6
2
0
0
0
0
0
739.5
1 microphone
1 stroller for a baby
1 broom, 1 mop, 1 dustpan
1 toy keyboard
1 lighted mirror
1 Mr. Coffee maker
1 metal shelf
1 toy oven
1 pair of flip-flops
1 Algner purse
2 bags of children's clothes
1 small piece of luggage
5 piece cookware set
1 cassette tape
1 microwave oven
3 drinking glasses
2hairbow8
1 VCR movie
1 address book
1 bracelet
1 set of headphones
1 yellow bucket
1 set of hot rollers for women's hair
1 bag of maternity clothes
1 handheld electronic game
1 radio
1 VCR movie
1 small pet taxi
1 toy truck
1 Sentry organizer
1 box of toys
1hat
52 lbs.
37 lbs.
76 lbs.
102 lbs.
49 lbs.
41 lbs.
67 lbs.
34 lbs.
SO lbs.
83 lbs.
77 lbs.
24 lbs.
40 lbs.
89 lbs.
57 lbs.
36 lbs.
79 lbs.
73 lbs.
26 lbs.
34 lbs.
104 lbs.
76 lbs.
48 lbs.
74 lbs.
103 lbs.
20 lbs.
30 lbs.
109 lbs.
90 lbs.
50 lbs.
116 lbs.
72 lbs.
19 lbs.
27 lbs.
125 lbs.
46 lbs.
48 lbs.
83 lbs.
79 lbs.
35 lbs.
22 lbs.
73 lbs.
61 lbs.
32 lbs.
83 lbs.
67 lbs.
17 lbs.
31 lbs.
104 lbs.
29 lbs.
41 lbs.
1 chest of drawers (70 lbs.
2 pairs of men's sneakers, size 10
1 10 by 12 piece of tan carpet
1 drill
87 lbs.
11 lbs.
10 lbs.
80 lbs.
14 lbs.
18017.8
34 lbs.
23 lbs.
37 lbs.
44 lbs.
30 lbs.
21 lbs.
34 lbs.
24 lbs.
32 lbs.
45 lbs.
37 lbs.
12 lbs.
24 lbs.
46 lbs.
35 lbs.
20 lbs.
39 lbs.
46 lbs.
14 lbs.
24 lbs.
47 lbs.
36 lbs.
29 lbs.
38 lbs.
53 lbs.
12 lbs.
14 lbs.
52 lbs.
59 lbs.
37 lbs.
49 lbs.
40 lbs.
12 lbs.
17 lbs.
57 lbs.
30 lbs.
29 lbs.
43 lbs.
48 lbs.
22 lbs.
13 lbs.
32 lbs.
44 lbs.
8 lbs.
59.5 lbs.
53 lbs.
13 lbs.
20.5 lbs.
87 lbs.
16 lbs.
24 lbs.
47 lbs.
68 lbs.
7 lbs.
.lbs.
62 lbs.
7 lbs.
11481.9
APPENDIX B
MATRIX FOR COMMERCIAL SITES
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Day
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
Business
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Cans in Lbs.
0
0
0.4
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0.5
Cardboard in Lbs
3
0
10
0
1
2
1
3
5
4
0
1
1
0
0
0
5
0
1
1
0
0
2
2
0
1
0
0
1
4
3
1
0
0
0
0.5
20
4
2
2
1
0
2
4
5
0
2
1
1
1
0
2.5
1
1
5
0.5
I
Plastic in Lbs.
0
0
0
2
0
3
0
0
0
0
2
0
1
0
1
0
0
2
4
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
3
0
1
0
0
5
3
1
2
0
0
0
1
0
3
0
1
0
0
1
0.5
0
0
2
20; 0
3
0.5
0
1
Glass in Lbs.
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
1
2
0
4
0.5
3
2
2
3
3
4
1
2
0
0.5
1
2
23
0
1
3
0
2
1
3
1
2
1
0
1
0
3
2
1
3
0
1
0
2
0
1
1
2
2
12
3
2
2
2
3
1
4
3
0
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
0.5
0
0
2
0
1
0
0
0 j
0
3
0
0
1
0
0
0
0.5
1
2
0
0
0
0
0
1
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
0.7
0
0
0
0
2
0.5
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0.5
1
0.5
0
1
0
0
1
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
1
0
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19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
2
2
2
1
1
1
7
2
0.7
0
1
0
0
3
2
1
2
0
0
2
1
3
2
1
3
0
2.3
1
2 4
3
1
2
2
2
2
3
1
2
1
1
1
1
2
1
2
1
0
1.2
0
2
1.2
1
0
1
1
0
2
0.5
0.6
0.5
1
0
2
1
5
2
0
0
0
1
0
3
0
0
0
0
2
2
0
0
1
0
0
3
1
10
0
o
0
0
2
3
1
0.5
1
0
0
3
0
3
0
0
0
0
0
3
1
0
0
0
0
1
3
0
0.5
0
0
0
2
0
1
0.5
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
0
o
0
0
1
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
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27
28
29
30
31
32
33
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
1
0
1
1
2
1
1
1
2.3
1
2
1
1
1
2
0
3
11
3
2
2
1.7
1.8
1
0
0
2.3
1
2
3
5
4.6
10
6
4
6
2
3
5
7
4
3
4
6
5
6
9
0
5
0
0
2
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
3
1
0
0
0
0
1
1.5
0
0.5
3
0
0
7
0
0
2
0
0
0
2
1
0
2
2
0
0
0.5
0
2
0
1
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
the9ismtx.xls Page 82
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
4.6
5
6
2
0
3
5
3
4
2
2.7
4
5
3
2
0.5
0
0
0
0
1
2
0
0.5
2
0.5
0
2
2! 1
3 0
1
1
2
1
2l 0
0
6 2
4
0
3
1
3
7
0
5
4
0
3
1
3
3
3
3
4
3
3
5
0
2
2
1
3
0
75
1
4
2
0
2
0
0
5
0
3
0
1
o
1
0.5
0
0
0
2
3
0
1
1
0
2
2
0
2
2
0
0
0
2
0
0.5
0
0
0
2
2
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
1
0
0
0
0
1
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
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42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
3
7
3
4
2
3
1
5
5
1
4
3
4
0
15
15
0
1
4
2
3
0
0
0
0
2
1
1
0
0
0
2
2
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
3
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0 0
1 2
2 0
0i 0
3 0
4
8! 0
20
1
1
5
1
0
0
7
0
3
±
2
0
0
4
1
3
1
1
3
14
0
3
3
1
2
5
6
10
4
0
0
0
1
2
0
0
2
3
5
0
2
0
3
2
4
2
3
2
1
2
1
1
2
3
1
2
3
0
1
4
0
0
1
1
0
0
2
0
1
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
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51
52
53
54
55
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
FritoLay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
11
9
6
3
13
20
0
4
2
0
2
0
31
2.7
4
1
3
7
4
11
4
5.7
0
4
2
0
11
4.6
9
7
0
3
1
4
0
3
0
3
1
0.7
5
3.1
1
1
0
0
0
2.6
1
7
0
1
3
0
2
2.6
1
3
0
0
1
2
0
3
0
1
3
2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
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56
57
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
58 Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
59JBig^Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
JKroger
60
Winn Dixie
Kmart
Big Lots
Musician's Pro
Frito Lay
Houchens
Kroger
Winn Dixie
Kmart
0
0
0
0
0
4
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2
0
0
0
0
80.4
6
3
0
0
0
4
0
4
4
0
3
0
10
4
0
0
3
0
3
12
4
3
4
0
25
15
22
2
1
0
2
2
8
20
0
2
2
1
1275.4
5
4
3
2
0
0
0
0
1.7
2
2
0
3
0
5
1
0
0
0
1.7
1
2
2
2
0
0
1
2
2
4
1
2
0
0
0
0
4l
2
390.1
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0.5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
2
0
0
51
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Steel in Lbs.
30
0
0
0
0
0
0
150
0
6
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
25
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
20
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Scrap Al. in Lbs
0
0
20
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
o
0
Other recycables
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
o
0 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Other Items
Cereal, gum, mattress, boxsprings
baby walker, 25 Ib. Unopened bags of potato chips
7 pizzas
5 boxes melba toast
10 boxes doughnuts, 1 mop
kids swimming pool
wind chime
16 lbs. Potato chips
15 ib. Potatoes
1 box lettuce
5 lbs. Chicken breast
2 lawn chairs, 1 garden hose
target game
25 lbs. Potato chips
15 lbs. Sugar
3 loaves bread, 5 dozen doughnuts
10 lbs corn dogs
1 child's jacket
Plant table
10 lbs chips
4 Ib sausage, 3 Ib apples
2 tubs cottage cheese
2 deli cakes
6 lbs chips, shower curtain
15 boxes saltine crackers
push mower
20 lbs potato chips
2 cantaloupes, 3 pkgs broccoli
7 pkgs ball park franks
3 pkgs pork chops, 2 whole chickens
2 lbs cookies
40 lbs potato chips
2 pkgs squash
4 drinking glasses
6 bags M&M's, 2 boxes cereal
28 lbs. Potato chips
10 cans biscuits, 10 lbs. Bologna
2 pair kid's shorts, VCR tape
miniature doll furniture, miniature china set
15 lbs chips, queen size flower comforter
3 pkgs. Tomatoes
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0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
100
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
20
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
10
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
10 ears of yellow corn
3 cheese pizzas, 5 beef ierkys
entire box of individual packages of snack crackers
30 lbs potato chips
15 pears
2 bags potato chips, container of bean dip, 3 boxes of cookies
4 lbs deli ham
1-6 oz. Toothpaste, 1-15 oz. Shampoo
1 pair of socks
18 lbs potato chips, soap dish
1 package of squash
10 candy bars
3 cucumbers
patio table
1 make-up kit
7 lbs potato chips, 2 garden hoses
4 tomatoes
3 pkgs. Pork chops
2 dolls
12 lbs potato chips
1 package nuts, 3 bunches bananas
4 packages of broccoli, 2 heads lettuce
tablecloth
17 lbs potato chips, 2 feather pillows
10-2 Ib bags of carrots, 5 loaves of bread
3 bags of candy
10-5 Ib bags of flour
hair rollers
10 lbs potato chips
deli cake
5 bars of soap, 7 boxes cereal
2 children's shirts
3 pkgs hairbows
19 lbs potato chips
10 tonys pizzas
6 T.V. dinners
10 pkgs hamburger buns, 19 packages hotdog buns
wooden bookshelf
3 bags fench fries, 5 bags whiting fish
3-12 oz pkgs smoked ham
pair of tennis shoes
3 pair of sunglasses
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0
0
0
10
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
40
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
40
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
20
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1 pkg pork chops
4 bags red apples
10 boxes deli doughnuts
6 lbs potato chips
wooden jewelry box
camera
2 man camping tent
5 candles
10 lbs potato chips
bag of oranges, 9 pears
10 Ib potatoes
skate pads
3 childrens books
6.6 lbs chips and cookies
3 grapefruit
10 deli cakes
3 boxes oatmeal cookies
2 toy firetrucks
10 lbs potato chips
10 individual plates of deli food
5 boxes frozen lasagna
pkg of combs
8 lbs potato chips
7 boxes plain macaroni
25 lbs potato chips
5 bags tater tots
wooden high chair
2 bottles nail polish remover
4 hats
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0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
3
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0| 0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
4 lbs potato chips
3 lbs yellow apples
2 pkgs squash
7 chiidrensTV. dinners
lion wall hanging
small circular coffee table
3 lunchables
12 frozen minute maid grape juice
13 coloring books
one touch lamp
20 lbs potato chips
3 bottles barbeque sauce
2 girls swimsuits
17 lbs potato chips
2 lbs grapes, 9 lbs red apples
3 bags miniature candy bars
kids table and chairs
12 lbs potato chips
2 deli cakes, 4 apple pies
3 loaves bread, 2 frozen bags of shrimp
7 boxes saltine crackers
2 pair of shoes, 2 cassette tapes
7 lbs potato chips
3 heads of lettuce, 1 bunch of bananas
3 frozen dinners
6 cabbage heads
15 lbs potato chips
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0
0
0
0
0
30
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
10
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
40
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
300
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
10
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
8
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Oj
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
6 quarts strawberries
child's diary set
25 lbs potato chips, telephone
1O-1lbpkgs bologna
3 bags candy, 7 bags nuts
2 bags tater tots
an art set
a brass turtle figurine
2 bottles of mustard
3 ladies belts
pair of rollerblades
27 lbs potato chips
3 pkgs ham, 7 cans biscuits
bike helmet
3 flower pots
9 lbs chips
4 jars of peanut butter
6 cans biscuits
turtle sprinkler for kids
40 lbs potato chips
3 lbs peaches, 25 lbs potatoes
7 boxes graham crackers
4 ties
2 beverage holders
17 lbs potato chips
20 boxes of jello instant pudding
55 lbs potato chips
2 bottles of ketchup
Hot Wheels Car Wash
7 cans Pillsbury cookies
75 pounds of potatoes
3 pkgs. Chicken breasts
2 stationary kits
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0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
30
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0,
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
20 lbs potato chips
2 travel size first aid kits
11 packages assorted Hershe/s candy bars
3 pairs girls shorts
10 lbs potato chips
13 lbs potato chips, feather pillow, 3 rugs
sack of assorted fruit
Step 2 slide
1 wall clock
1 full size quilt, 15 lbs potato chips
6 lbs Tennessee Pride sausage, 5 Ib potatoes
3 boxes Kroger brand cereal, 1 case of jellybeans
4- 2 liters diet Chek cola
2 XL Hanes men's t-shirts
2 Pokemon stuffed toys
6 lbs potato chips, 2 gray car seat covers
5 lbs Oscar Mayer bologna, 6 lbs hamburger meat
21 pkgs sliced pepperoni
3 bottles White Rain shampoo, 6 bars of soap
5- women's Kathy Ireland t-shirts
3 flower vases, 2 pkgs. Paper plates
5 lbs potato chips, 3 Barbie dolls
5 boxes Duncan Hines cake mix
4 boxes Pillsbury brownies
6 boxes Nabisco crackers
7 compact disc cases
2 pkgs girl's socks
10 lbs potato chips
2 bottles Roundy's cough syrup
8 cans Kroger chili
2 boxes Quaker oats
3 plastic three ring binders
5 boxes Kellog's Frosted Flakes
23 lbs. Potato chips
7 lbs Perdue chicken
4 king loaves kroger bread
15 Hershey's value packs of assorted candy bars
15 lbs. Potato chips
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0
0
0
0
0
0
Jl
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
15 boxes Snack Pack pudding, vanilla and chocolate
10 lbs. Ground beef
2 pairs of children's shoes
Lisa Frank art set
7 lbs. Potato chips, Monopoly set
11 deli cookies, Hob Knobs
4 pkgs. Peanut butter cookies
6 Ib. Turkey breast
15 lbs. Potato chips
6 boxes one dozen Krispy Kreme doughnuts
3 school backpacks
one floor lamp
8 lbs potato chips
10 lbs pork chops
10 pkgs Hormel salami
metal 8 ft. ladder
2 kitchen sink faucets
3 pkgs. Houchen's breaded fish
6 boxes Kraft macaroni and cheese
metal clothing rack
30 lbs. Potato chips
100 lbs. Deli food in 5 gallon buckets
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0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Oj
0
0
0
30
0
50
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
951
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
5
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
56
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
2 gallons Kroger apple juice
child's basketball and goal set
11 lbs. Potato chips
12 bags Chips Ahoy cookies
4 pkgs. Oscar mayer hot dogs
a baby car seat
3 bath towels
25 lbs. Potato chips
5 cans Kroger frozen juices
1 Mead 5-Star notebook
1 wooden rocking chair, 6 lbs. Potato chips
10 boxes deli fried chicken
10 assorted magazines
3 pkgs. Whiting fish
touch lamp
62 lbs. Potato chips
20 Ib. Potatoes
5 loaves kroger bread
2 boxes saltine crackers
101 piece tool set
6 boxes Lucky Charms cereal
34 lbs. Potato chips
10 tomatoes
2 containers of pimento cheese, 5 chicken salad
snorkel set for child to swim, 2 boxes 48 Crayola crayons
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